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ABSTRACT 
INDIVIDUAL AND GROUP CHOICES OF CRITERIA IDENTIFYING 
EFFECTIVE MULTICULTURAL PUPIL 
PERSONNEL SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEMS 
MAY 1997 
WILLIAM HICKEY, B.A., NEWARK STATE COLLEGE 
M.A., KEAN COLLEGE OF NEW JERSEY 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Mary Lynn Boscardin 
This study was designed to formulate categories that 
reflect pupil personnel service providers' and 
administrators' views of elements associated with effective 
multicultural perspectives of pupil personnel services and 
how they rate the importance of these elements. A review 
of the literature examined how school reform, effective 
schools, school culture, and multiculturalism have 
influenced the provision of services by Pupil Personnel 
Services to a growing culturally diverse population over 
the last 20 years. 
Q-Sort was the qualitative methodology used with these 
professionals from within pupil personnel services. A 
total of 32 respondents representing five specific 
professional positions found in most public school 
environments. The results of the Q-Sort were analyzed from 
the combined data from all subjects. A similarity matrix 
was computed and frequencies of co-occurrence were 
determined for all pairs of items. This provided for the 
correlation of each person with every other person and, 
v 
through factor analysis, the number of different Q-Sorts is 
known and the degree to which there is a high correlation 
among them or not. In addition, individual participants' 
matrices were subjected to two-dimensional non-metric 
scaling. In addition, MultiDimensional Scaling (MDS) was 
applied to the data to further analyze the categorization 
process. Lastly, a rank ordering of items provided a 
rating of items from most important to least important. 
This last activity provided an overall ranking of the items 
across all participants and allowed for a comparison of the 
importance of these statements. 
As a result of cluster analysis, all items grouped at 
higher levels of significance agreed with the way the items 
were placed in categories that the author had established. 
However, MDS results indicated that the basis for 
coexistence of items was different from that which the 
author had used. An examination of a multidimensional 
configuration of the raters, using a weirdness index table, 
found school psychologists and administrators differed the 
most from the average of all of the five groups. Factor 
analysis and a similarity matrix of the ratings by 
individuals and groups indicated that there may not be a 
significant difference between them. 
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CHAPTER I 
WHAT ELEMENTS ARE NECESSARY FOR AN EFFECTIVE MULTICULTURAL 
PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES DELIVERY SYSTEM? 
A. Background 
The United States is often identified as a nation of 
immigrants. It is a nation whose population has continued 
to shift and change, reflecting the diversity of its 
people, a nation that has continued to expect its 
immigrants to assimilate and become a part of their new 
culture, usually at the expense of their old one. The 
demographic changes in American society are profoundly 
shaping the nature of education. By the year 2000, this 
nation will have 260 million people, of which one in every 
three will be African-American, Hispanic, or Asian- 
American. Not only is the number of minorities increasing, 
but the proportion of minorities in the population is 
increasing as well. Preliminary 1990 census figures (U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 1991) indicate that 26% of the 
population of the United States is non-White. This 
compares with 19% in 1980 and 12% in 1970 (U.S. Bureau of 
the Census, 1990). 
Today we are seeing a greater acceptance of the 
efforts to apply a more pluralistic approach to education 
(rather than requiring complete assimilation), one which 
recognizes cultural diversity while trying to remain 
focused on a common core of cultural values. Hyland (1992) 
reported the results of a study she did in 1990 where 25 
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educators from across the country met to discuss the 
changes necessary to adapt to the rising Hispanic student 
population. The participants felt that there needed to be 
greater sensitivity by educators and policy-makers to the 
cultural pluralism that is in this country. Understandably 
this can create a certain amount of tension because on the 
one hand we are rewarding individuality while on the other 
we still expect assimilation by these peoples. 
This dissertation focuses on a strategy that will 
allow for the development of multicultural approaches to 
programs associated with pupil personnel services (PPS) 
(these being distinct from multicultural education). In 
trying to understand the issues related to being a more 
pluralistic society and the effect this has on education, 
it becomes important to understand the impact of ethnic 
origins and cultural patterns on this process. Banks 
(1988) implies a definition of culture when he states, 
"most contemporary social scientists view culture as 
consisting primarily of the symbolic, ideational, and 
intangible aspects of human societies" (p.73). He has 
identified six components which constitute a culture: (a) 
values and behavioral styles, (b) languages and dialects, 
(c) nonverbal communication, (d) self-awareness of one's 
own cultural attributes, (e) a general understanding of 
normative world views or perspectives, and (f) a sense of 
belonging to at least a part of a cultural group. He also 
considers that within a large frame of reference variations 
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can endure, such as the ethnic groups of a particular race 
of people. With this recognition of the uniqueness of each 
culture and the variations within, it seems unlikely that 
there will be one educational approach that is applicable 
and effective for all, just as there is no one learning 
style that is effective for all to achieve their maximum 
educational potential. 
It is evident that today's American society is trying 
to change rapidly to address the needs of its increasingly 
diverse population, which is very different from the 
society which evolved much of the tradition and "machinery" 
of the American educational system. We have laws dealing 
with segregation, discrimination, and the right to equal 
education for our children. Nevertheless, judging from 
minority student dropout rates and rates of utilization of 
pupil personnel services (i.e., school counseling and 
psychology, and special education, in addition to such 
related services as social work, health services, speech 
and language pathology, and physical therapy) (Williams, 
1991), it would appear that education is not in harmony 
with the needs of its consumers, given the increasing 
multicultural complexion of many of our nation's schools. 
Special needs students face uncertain futures in the 
best of times and the more disabled they are the bleaker 
the future. When disability is coupled with a different 
cultural perspective/ethnic family background, these two 
factors become a basis for serious concerns. One concern 
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is the economic outlook for a society in a post-industrial 
age that has less need for unskilled labor. Another is the 
daily references in the media to the increasing separation 
between the have's and have not's based on educational 
skills. Add to this the high dependence on local, state, 
and federal aid to provide the means for intervention in 
meeting the needs of special populations and the growing 
public reluctance to continue these programs. What all 
this may represent for an individual who has grown up 
failing in a system that is recognized as the only key to 
success, is a very demoralized and hopeless picture 
(Thompson, 1992). 
B. Statement of the Problem and Research Questions 
This study examines what pupil personnel services 
administrators and service providers believe are the 
beneficial components of an effective multicultural PPS 
delivery system. This was accomplished in two ways. 
First, PPS professionals were asked to group items and 
formulate categories that reflect their views of the 
elements associated with effective multicultural 
perspectives of pupil personnel services. This was 
generated through a Q-Sort procedure where the participants 
are given statements to sort into open categories, that is, 
categories they create based on a perceived similarity 
among the items chosen. The statements and definitions 
used in the categorization process were drawn from a review 
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of the literature. Some items were actual quotes while 
others were this author's summarization and/or 
interpretation of ideas from that literature. The data 
gathered helped provide a better understanding of the 
broader categories and items used to define those 
categories which best describe effective multicultural 
pupil personnel services. Second, PPS professionals were 
asked to rank the items with regard to their importance in 
an effective multicultural pupil personnel service delivery 
system. 
The importance of the information to be gained in this 
study is that it establishes a link between what is 
envisioned in the literature and what school personnel 
identify and understand as the elements necessary for an 
effective multicultural pupil personnel services delivery 
system. The intent of this researcher was to provide 
respondents with information on various elements associated 
with an effective multicultural PPS delivery system, and 
then ask the pupil personnel professionals to determine 
what the importance and relationship of those elements are 
in light of their own experience and knowledge. It is 
anticipated that the categories and items that result from 
this study will eventually assist pupil personnel service 
professionals in assessing their own educational 
environments and creating strategies to address areas of 
perceived weakness. In order to guide administrators, in 
choosing the most appropriate personnel to implement such a 
5 
process, this author developed two research questions to 
provide direction in analyzing the data. 
1. Research Questions 
1. Is there a difference among pupil personnel 
service professionals regarding how they group 
and categorize the elements associated with an 
effective multicultural pupil personnel services 
delivery system? 
2. Is there a difference among pupil personnel 
service professionals regarding the relative 
importance they place on items associated with an 
effective multicultural pupil personnel service 
delivery system? 
C. Definitions 
In reviewing the literature for this study it was 
evident to this author that a number of the central terms 
often had very broad and occasionally unclear/contradictory 
meanings. The definitions which follow are intended to 
introduce the reader to these concepts and act as a means 
of clarifying and distinguishing their intended use and 
purpose in this dissertation. Chapter 2 will provide 
information about the relationship of these terms to PPS 
and the significance of these concepts to the development 
of an effective multicultural PPS delivery system. 
6 
Effective Schools 1. 
Sudlow (1985) presents one definition of an effective 
school, purportedly presented by Ron Edmonds and Lawrence 
Lezotte, which he believes is notably precise, measurable, 
attainable, and easy to determine. Their definition is, 
"An effective school is one which demonstrates the 
following criteria: (a) 95 (or greater) percent of all 
students at each grade level demonstrate minimum academic 
mastery and are prepared to succeed in the next grade 
anywhere in the United States; (b) there shall be no 
significant difference in the proportion of students 
demonstrating minimum academic mastery as a function of 
socioeconomic class; and (c) the above two conditions have 
been obtained for a minimum of three consecutive years" (p. 
9). Sudlow (1984) added that, "Should a school building 
not be effective, there shall be an annual increase in the 
proportion of students who demonstrate minimum academic 
mastery, and there shall be an annual decrease in the 
proportion of youth demonstrating minimum academic mastery 
as a function of socioeconomic class" (p.5). 
2. Ethnicity, Race, and Culture 
There is a difference, conceptually and in 
reality, between race, ethnicity, and culture. 
The differences are not simple and clear . . . 
ethnic groups will be so defined if they share a 
common sociohistory, have a sense of identity of 
themselves as a group, and have common 
geographical, religious, racial, and cultural 
roots. The central core of each ethnic group, 
welding it together with the thread of belief, 
styles of being and adapting, is culture. 
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Clearly, because of historical contact and 
intermingling, different ethnic groups share 
common cultural elements, and it would be nearly 
impossible to find an ethnic group unsullied by 
foreign cultures. Race is, at this point, a 
dubious biological designation. Unfortunately, 
though, it has signal social importance. (Harry, 
1991, p. 5) 
3. Multicultural Education 
Multicultural education is difficult to define because 
it is based on the different expectations and different 
assumptions of many people. Sleeter (1992) argues that 
many definitions are based on a Euroamerican approach to 
understanding what is important, needed, and relevant to 
creating a pluralistic society. Some multicultural 
educators use a human relations process to improve 
students' self-concept, others aim to help students to 
assimilate into this society, while others may study one 
particular culture and the issues they see as important to 
understanding that culture. Lastly, there are other 
processes which are advocated and rely more on one or more 
cultures' own histories, arts, literature, learning styles, 
political issues, equality issues, etc. which are directly 
related to the idea of educational pluralism in this 
country. 
4. Multiculturalism 
Multiculturalism is an approach which focuses on the 
cultural background of each individual for the purpose of 
achieving the goals of the PPS program and the Individual 
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Education Plan (IEP). Multiculturalism is organized around 
the perspectives and knowledge of diverse groups, gender 
differences, disability groups, and social class 
differences. Because of its focus on the individual, it 
resists tracking and ability grouping and tries to build on 
students' learning styles while adapting to their skill 
level within a community of learners. Specifically, from a 
pupil personnel services perspective, multiculturalism is 
an approach which focuses on the individual's educational, 
emotional, and social needs through understanding the 
effects of cultural diversity on students' learning, 
parental involvement, and community values as they relate 
to the delivery and implementation of services. Ideally, 
advocates would like to see these efforts extended to the 
entire school program so that they would reflect diversity 
and support equality for all its members (Sleeter, 1992; 
Harry, 1991) . 
5. Pupil Personnel Services 
The bylaws of the National Association of Pupil 
Personnel Administrators include the following areas under 
pupil personnel services: guidance and counseling, 
attendance, psychology, social work, health, speech and 
hearing, and special education (Hatch, 1974) . 
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6. School Culture/Climate 
The literature often uses these terms interchangeably, 
but it is important to clarify how they are used in this 
study to avoid confusion. School culture or school climate 
are seen as a composite of norms, expectations, and beliefs 
about the school social system as participants perceived it 
(Brookover et al., 1979). School climate can refer to a 
sense of community, challenge to students, and the school's 
capacity for dealing with problems (Walberg & Genova, 
1983). One way to look at this is to consider an effective 
school culture as one that has strongly held and shared 
values and beliefs (Corbin & Wilson, 1991). These values 
and beliefs permeate the entire school body and are what 
allow change to either occur or not occur. This is not an 
absolute but the ideal, strengths can vary and consequently 
the amount of support; so, too, a populations make up may 
change which can in turn affect the dedication/support for 
those values and beliefs 
Sudlow (1984) describes school culture in the 
following manner: "A school building is a complex social 
system with a set of norms, beliefs, and patterns of 
behavior which can facilitate or hinder learning." He goes 
on to say that, 
. . . because the climate of a school is 
dependent upon all of its occupants, the 
individual school building as a whole is the 
strategic unit for planned change. To obtain 
change, attention must be paid to the culture of 
the school; focusing on the behavior of 
individual teachers or students is not 
sufficient. (p. 2) 
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Arter (1987) did an extensive review of the literature 
regarding instruments that are used to evaluate classroom 
and school climate. Although there is no unanimous 
agreement as to what constitutes a school or classroom 
climate, two factors do emerge as to what climate is. First 
it is a group phenomena concerned with a consensus in 
perception, and second, it affects behavior from the 
standpoint of impact on the psychological, social, and/or 
physical environment. While classroom climate is the 
result of the relationships between students and 
teachers/students, school climate includes teachers, 
colleagues, administrators, and the community and the 
relationships among them. Others believe it is the sum 
total of both school and classroom climate and for the 
purposes of this study I will consider that it is the sum 
total of both. 
7 . School Ref orm/Restructurincr 
This is a common reference to any proposal for changes 
in public school policy and/or its operation. Berreth 
(1988) looks at restructuring as changing the pattern or 
organization of a school and identifies 3 major areas of 
its focus: curriculum, organization, and governance of 
schools. Curriculum would be seen as the plans that guide 
student learning in the classroom; organization concerns 
the administrative functions affecting the delivery of 
education; and governance is concerned with who makes the 
11 
decisions concerning the direction and supervision of the 
schools. 
CHAPTER II 
A REVIEW OF CERTAIN EVENTS WHICH HAVE INFLUENCED 
PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES DELIVERY SYSTEMS 
A. Introduction 
This study will provide information for pupil 
personnel service providers on how they can begin to help 
themselves and others recognize what is necessary to help 
culturally diverse students. Much of the inability to meet 
these students' needs is due to the lack of multicultural 
pluralistic testing instruments and adequately trained 
staff. In addition, Williams (1991) reported that 
demographic changes in this country are bringing to the 
forefront the need for an educational system that focuses 
on multicultural students. She cites supporting data which 
indicate that minority students comprise 70 percent of 
student enrollment in the twenty-five largest school 
districts. There is obviously enough supporting 
information available to show a need to look at the role of 
pupil personnel services and ask what needs to happen next. 
This chapter reviews the literature and identifies 
developments in education which have influenced the 
provision of services by PPS to a growing culturally 
diverse population over the last twenty years. The 
specific phenomena referred to are effective schools, 
school reform, school culture, and multiculturalism. These 
topics were chosen because they were, and continue to be, 
major efforts on the part of people, both inside and 
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outside of education, who were/are trying to address 
inequities within the public school system. The intent of 
these movements has been to identify and understand the 
characteristics associated with meeting students' needs in 
order for them to be academically successful in school. 
However, each area had a different focus. The effective 
schools looked at ways to improve poor and minority 
students' performance; school reform tries to address the 
whole academic process and how it can be changed to meet 
students' needs; understanding the school culture is 
expected to provide a means implementing change 
successfully with the support of the whole community; and 
multiculturalism in intended to find ways of effectively 
integrating students of different ethnic and cultural 
backgrounds into the public schools so they can be 
academically and socially successful. What these 
developments lack is the involvement of the special needs 
population, specifically the student who is disabled and 
from a multicultural background, in their conclusions. 
This chapter will illustrate how these topics are related 
to the need to develop a more effective, multicultural 
pupil personnel service delivery system. 
B. The Effective Schools Movement 
The effective schools movement is important because it 
is the start of educators formally examining the disparity 
between students of different socioeconomic and cultural 
14 
backgrounds. For the first time researchers looked at 
schools that had students from these varied backgrounds and 
tried to determine what it was about these schools that 
made some effective and others ineffective at improving 
student performance. 
The phrase "Effective Schools" and its systematic 
approach to education evolved as a result of research in 
the late 1960s and early 1970s. It came to national 
attention in the early 1980s because of public concern over 
education in America and its supposed inability to prepare 
students adequately for employment or higher education. 
National reports such as A Nation At Risk (1983) or the 
Carnegie Report, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st 
Century (1986) among others, criticized the nation's 
education system. According to A Nation at Risk (1983), 
the effective school is seen as a place where students have 
higher achievement scores, increased motivation for 
learning, where self-discipline and responsibility are 
instilled, and students are taught how to think critically 
about complex issues. 
Other definitions, however, come with different 
agendas. For example, Carson (1982) defined effective 
schools in relation to academic achievement: "... those 
in which all students master basic skills, seek academic 
excellence in all subjects, and demonstrate achievement 
through systematic testing" (p. 3). Muth's (1983) 
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definition of effective schools relates to socio-economic 
status: 
An effective school is defined as one in which 
the percentage of students from the lowest 
socioeconomic class in attendance who attain 
mastery of the basic skills taught at each grade 
is the same as the percentage of students from 
the highest socioeconomic class attending, (p. 
10) 
Sudlow (1985) reports one definition of effective schools 
by Ron Edmonds and Lawrence Lezotte in which both academic 
excellence and socioeconomic status are combined: 
An effective school is one which demonstrates the 
following criteria: (1) 95 (or greater) percent 
of all students at each grade level demonstrate 
minimum academic mastery and are prepared to 
succeed in the next grade anywhere in the United 
States; (2) there shall be no significant 
difference in the proportion of students 
demonstrating minimum academic mastery as a 
function of socioeconomic class; and (3) the 
above two conditions have been obtained for a 
minimum of three consecutive years. (pp. 3-4) 
The variety of definitions has allowed school 
personnel to choose those aspects which are particularly 
relevant to them as a basis for deciding on a plan to 
improve student achievement. Project RISE (Rising to 
Individual Scholastic Excellence) (Kritek, 1986), which 
began in St. Louis in the early 1980s, is one example of 
how a school district chose specific characteristics from 
the effective schools literature to use as a basis for 
monitoring and evaluating their success. This district 
completely dedicated its resources to creating an 
educational environment which achieved success based on the 
implementation of the goals and objectives determined to be 
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appropriate to those characteristics. For example, 
community involvement, attendance, drop out rates, 
achievement scores, and staff development were some of the 
characteristics identified. The information on these and 
other characteristics came from what researchers reportedly 
recognized as being associated with an effective school. 
Effective schools research began in the 1970s as an 
effort to understand and improve the academic performance 
of poor minority students. Researchers proceeded to 
analyze those components in schools that related most 
closely with high test scores. The "Equality of Education 
Opportunity Report" (Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, 
Mood, Weinfeld, & York, 1966) is often regarded as the 
impetus for this research. James Coleman, the senior 
author, is traditionally credited with reporting that 
environment and home/social conditions have more impact on 
academic success than schools. His research team conducted 
a large-scale survey of the achievement of 645,000 students 
in 4,000 elementary and secondary schools. One of the main 
criticisms was that a single measure of ability was used, 
that being verbal ability. The problem with this is that 
it does not have a direct relationship to what schools 
teach (Rutter, Maugham, Mortimore, Ouston, & Smith, 1979), 
because it is a measure of intellect and not necessarily 
academic development. 
Many disagree with the initial interpretation of the 
findings in the Coleman Report. Other critical reports, 
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however, were not received any better. Gordon (1979) 
argued that the use of genetics in some research, as a 
basis for claiming that schools are not effective in 
changing life's chances, was inexcusable. He implied that 
such arguments are used to relieve society of the 
responsibility of providing equal education. Block's 
(1983) analysis of the research on effective schools' 
characteristics, in addition to early input-output research 
(which implied the determinants of student achievement lay 
outside the control of the school and instead looked at the 
presence of school resources and student performance), led 
him to conclude that schools do matter. 
These claims and counter-claims led to a number of 
studies intent on finding out why some schools were 
effective, in spite of their environment and the makeup of 
the student body (Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Daniel & 
Grobe, 1981; Edmonds, 1982, 1979; Lezotte, 1984; Rutter et 
al., 1979). These researchers went about comparing schools 
identified as most effective to those determined to be 
least effective at producing high student achievement 
scores. 
The research was designed to identify characteristics 
associated with producing higher standard achievement 
scores or some measure associated with effective school 
outcomes. Daniel and Grobe (1981) did a review of earlier 
studies, drawing out categories of variables reported to 
influence student learning and instructional success. The 
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studies involved elementary schools and students with low 
socioeconomic status (SES), and defined effectiveness based 
on basic skills achievement. Some school effectiveness 
variables, such as principals, instructional leadership and 
high expectations, time factors, and teachers' positive 
reinforcement, were reported to correlate highly with 
success. 
Purkey and Smith's (1983) review of the literature 
dealt with various types of school effectiveness research, 
including outlier studies (a particular methodology which 
separates out the most effective schools and the least 
effective schools), case studies, surveys, and evaluations, 
as well as studies of program implementation and theories 
of organization in schools and other institutions. These 
authors found there were at least five characteristics 
common to most of the studies which were identified with 
effective schools: (a) strong leadership by the principal 
or other staff, (b) high expectations by the staff for 
student achievement, (c) clear goals, (d) an academic 
emphasis for the school and an effective school-wide staff 
training program, and (e) a system of monitoring student 
progress. Only two studies found order and discipline to 
be important according to Purkey and Smith (1983). Based 
on her review of the literature, Frederick (1987) 
identified similar characteristics but also found a safe 
environment and instructional focus on basic skills to be 
important in high achievement schools. 
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The use of the term "outcomes" in the effective 
schools literature implies a linear cause and effect 
relationship between school practices and student learning. 
Nevertheless, if one of the ultimate aims of schooling 
involves lifelong learning, then the use of conventional 
outcome measures alone will not meet this goal (Hamilton, 
1986). What may prove more beneficial as a measure of 
long-term success or achievement would be the use of 
indicators that recognize developmental changes in persons 
over time and across settings (Hamilton, 1986; Lemahieu, 
1985) . 
In the last several years, researchers began to 
question the criteria being used to determine school 
effectiveness. Peter Coleman (1986) asserts that the use 
of achievement and cost measures by school districts to 
indicate their effectiveness is useful but insufficient as 
performance criteria. He looked to school ethos/goodness 
as a potential predictor of school effectiveness. Rutter 
et al. (1979) in a three year study of twelve secondary 
schools, found that some urban secondary schools were 
better than others in promoting students' academic and 
social success. These authors argued that previous studies 
such as Coleman et al. (1966) did not take into account 
what the child came to the school with. Rutter et al. 
(1979) therefore used three methods of assessment to 
determine pre-entrance capabilities for those children 
involved in their study at the secondary level: verbal 
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reasoning scores from a test administered at age ten, the 
parents' occupations and scores from a behavioral 
questionnaire completed by the previous year's teacher. 
In the Rutter et al. (1979) study data were gathered 
for the students selected to participate from the students' 
administrative records, behavior questionnaires, staff 
interviews, and observations of day-to-day life in the 
schools. The data were statistically analyzed and provided 
indications that (a) observed student behavior is strongly 
associated with school processes; (b) academic achievement 
is also strongly associated with school processes; (c) 
delinquency is closely related to peer influence; and (d) 
attendance is not clear in its association with any 
indicators of school effectiveness. School processes were 
defined as factors involved in the school social life which 
affect teaching and learning. The study used a variety of 
methods for analyzing the data: (a) descriptive statistics 
for the data gathered from the administrative records, (b) 
qualitative analysis based on the teachers' observations, 
(c) teacher and administrator interviews, and (d) field 
worker observations of the sites. After interviewing head 
teachers and department heads, staff were chosen at random 
to participate and students were chosen according to 
specific classes and grade levels. 
One of the limitations of the Rutter et al. (1979) 
study was that it used four outcomes as measures of 
success: children's behavior, attendance, exam success, 
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and employment after leaving school. These measures would 
be very difficult to isolate as being the result of only 
school influences, that is, how can the students, school 
policies, community support, etc., be separated from the 
results? In addition, the researchers specifically left 
out children with special needs or problems, as well as 
remedial classes. 
In its conclusion the Rutter study discussed schools 
in terms of social organizations, as a way of explaining 
how the combined effects of school processes and pupil 
outcomes (academic and behavior) may be the result of a 
school ethos. The Rutter et al. (1979) study is one that 
is often cited as a counter-reaction to the Coleman Report 
because of the implication that schools do make a 
difference (Jones-Wilson, 1986; Purkey & Smith, 1983). 
Some researchers did not agree with the methods used 
to reach some of the conclusions that were drawn in the 
effective schools research. Neufield, Farrar, and Miles 
(1983) claimed that the effective schools research was 
exploratory and descriptive, aiming to find effective 
schools first which could then be studied to deduce 
characteristics associated with effectiveness. What was 
missing was an understanding of why these particular 
characteristics are effective and how they come to exist in 
the specific environment being studied. A more 
interpretive approach may be necessary in order to better 
understand how these characteristics developed and whether 
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they could be replicated in another school environment. 
Purkey and Smith (1983) found problems with school 
effectiveness research because of the small samples used, 
identification errors, and inappropriate comparisons. 
These were some of the first indications of a lack of 
understanding about why and how schools become effective. 
One answer to this concern lies in the role that a school's 
culture plays in effecting change. 
1. Recognizing The Role of School Culture and Climate 
Working with the school culture is seen as a way of 
addressing issues of concern to various interested parties 
(educators, students, community members, parents, and local 
government representatives). Understanding school culture 
goes beyond merely identifying specific characteristics 
that are considered important to improving student 
achievement and necessitates understanding what would be 
required to achieve success through change. School culture 
is in a sense the personality of the school which results 
from the combined support of those interested parties 
previously mentioned. 
Some researchers identify and discuss the importance 
of school climate, school ethos, and school culture (terms 
which are often used interchangeably and for the purpose of 
this study will also be used that way) (Brookover et al., 
1979; Coleman, 1986; Cohen, 1983; Rutter et al., 1979). 
Purkey and Smith (1983) see the school culture as being 
) 
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partially reflected in the ceremonies, symbols, and 
accomplishments it officially recognizes. They also regard 
school culture as "being composed of a structure, process, 
and a climate of values and norms that emphasize successful 
teaching and learning" (p. 442). In addition they see 
school culture as a dynamic social system which may be 
composed of many interrelated factors such as (a) 
collaborative planning, (b) collegiality, (c). sense of 
community, (d) order and discipline, (e) clear goals, and 
(f) high expectations (Purkey & Smith, 1983) . 
Rutter et al. (1979) conducted a longitudinal study of 
inner-city London high schools which led them to argue that 
schools were social institutions which possess a school 
ethos to guide the students as a group. This school ethos 
includes such characteristics as (a) patterns of student 
and teacher behavior, (b) the style and quality of school 
life, (c) how the students are responded to as a group, (d) 
how the students are managed, and (e) even the kind of care 
used in school building maintenance. 
In order to understand how a school's culture becomes 
effective it is important to consider factors related to 
the identified characteristics. A number of researchers 
discuss the relationship of the variables associated with 
the characteristics found in the effective schools 
research. Purkey and Smith (1985) found the following 
variables to be important process measures of school 
effectiveness: (a) school-site management, (b) 
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instructional leadership, (c) staff stability, (d) 
curriculum articulation and organization, (e) school-wide 
staff development, (f) parental involvement and support, 
(g) school-wide recognition of academic success, (h) 
maximized learning time, and (i) district support. This 
supports the notion that it is the combined effect of both 
characteristics and variables, rather than the reliance on 
an isolated set of characteristics, that is responsible for 
an effective school. In other words, it would be more 
important to know what in the environment allows a 
particular school to have these characteristics and also be 
effective (Purkey & Smith, 1983), because some schools 
exhibit these characteristics but are consequently 
ineffective (Cohen, 1983). 
Another study which examined associated school culture 
variables was by Brookover and Lezotte (1979) in which they 
considered the school's social system as having a 
significant impact on student achievement. The school 
social system is said to consist of three interrelated 
variables: (a) social inputs, such as the composition of 
the student body and staff, (b) social structure, which 
includes school size, open or traditional classrooms, etc., 
and (c) social climate, which includes the characteristics 
associated with a school culture such as the norms, 
expectations, and feelings the staff and students hold 
toward the school. In this study of eight elementary 
schools, Brookover and Lezotte (1979) developed criteria 
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based on test scores to determine whether a school was 
declining or improving. Then, through the use of 
questionnaires, interviews and field worker debriefings, 
they sought to determine what changes may have occurred in 
the declining and improving schools. 
This study of school social systems (Brookover and 
Lezotte, 1979) was limited by several factors: (a) there 
were only two declining schools out of the eight; (b) there 
was no consistency in the size of the community represented 
by most schools; and (c) only one single measure was used 
to define success or failure, i.e., student test scores. 
Because of the limited number of declining schools, the 
authors used analytic procedures designed to summarize 
descriptive differences found. 
Understanding variables associated with effective 
schools allows us to apply these to school enrollments 
which are more varied than those which were used in the 
initial research studies. Schools which are more 
culturally diverse could be included in future studies 
looking at the effects of school culture. Researchers have 
also looked at school culture from the standpoint of 
providing a safe environment that is conducive to education 
and its relation to effective practices of racial and 
ethnic integration. 
Underscoring the need for safe school climates, 
Valdivieso (1986) felt that current or proposed reforms and 
strategies cannot or will not meet the needs and potential 
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of Hispanic youth: "Not until a school has an orderly 
climate and the beginning of a school culture . . . can the 
school faculty begin to raise academic standards and 
student expectations" (p. 43). What past researchers have 
not attempted to do is document how schools identified as 
having an effective school climate and/or culture have 
developed over time (Arter, 1987; Purkey & Smith, 1983). 
The question remains that if these are important 
environmental concerns then how does a school or district 
go about nurturing positive school climates and school 
cultures? If we thought of the criteria for identifying 
effective schools as "indicators" (Hamilton, 1986) of 
learning, we would view them as occurring in a context of 
school practices and other influences (Chubb, 1987). This 
would support Purkey and Smith's (1983) recommendation for 
long-term culture change rather than facile solutions. 
2. What is the Purpose of Looking at a School Culture? 
As a result of the early studies there was a call for 
more schools to find ways of institutionalizing the 
reported characteristics associated with schools that were 
identified as being "effective." Nevertheless, an 
increasing number of researchers and educators believe 
there is a greater likelihood of school improvement when 
the whole school is treated and special attention is paid 
to the attitudes of people and how they interact in the 
larger environment (school, home, and community) (Purkey & 
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Smith, 1983, 1985; Rutter et al., 1979; Walberg & Genova, 
1983) . 
Walberg and Genova (1983) examined the relationship 
between effective racial and ethnic integration and school 
climate. They reported analyzing eighteen research 
reviews, from which they identified (a) racial mixing and 
fairness, (b) staff role models and support, (c) security, 
and (d) multicultural exposure as school practices 
associated with effective racial (and ethnic) integration. 
They compared these practices with what they identified as 
unalterable characteristics (such as family socioeconomic 
status, prior interracial experiences, student racial 
percentages) which are considered out of the control of the 
typical urban school. 
Questionnaires were administered under controlled 
conditions to eighty students from randomly chosen English 
classes in eighteen schools. These researchers employed a 
"partial correlation" to analyze the variables in the 
study. This separates the control variables (such as 
socioeconomic status and prior interracial experiences) 
from the rest, allowing analysis of school practices 
excluding the others. 
Walberg and Genova (1983) also compared the school 
practices with alterable characteristics listed under 
thirteen school climate variables (equal treatment, 
groupings, goal direction, etc.) and found a strong 
correlation between the alterable school practices and most 
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of the thirteen school climate factors in promoting student 
integration. The results of this study are based on 
statistically controlled analysis and not experimental 
intervention, i.e., this is not intended as proof of 
causality but seeks to show correlation among predetermined 
factors (school factors, climate, and student integration). 
Ultimately these authors noted a positive relationship 
between effective racial and ethnic integration and school 
climate. 
Chubb (1987) looked at the impact of school 
organization on effectiveness. He did a survey of teachers 
and principals in 500 of the participating schools of a 
larger study involving 25,000 students and 1,000 schools. 
The intent of the study was to look at the importance of 
school organization and its relationship to having an 
effective or ineffective school. 
In his study, Chubb (1987) looked at formal structure, 
informal organization, classroom practice, and student 
bodies, which he reportedly tried to correlate with student 
achievement. Student achievement was based on verbal and 
quantitative scores during the sophomore and senior years. 
The Administrator and Teacher Survey (ATS) was used to 
measure elements in school organization related to school 
effectiveness. The author found that high and low 
performance schools differed dramatically in their student 
bodies and informal organization. 
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Nevertheless, no data were presented nor was the 
actual number of participants from each school depicted. 
Chubb does, however, make a good case for (a) the 
importance of school organization in recognizing whether a 
school is effective and (b) the need for the educational 
administration to be autonomous in order to improve 
programs. Almost as an aside he adds that handicapped 
students are one of the special interest groups that demand 
results and limit that autonomy; he does not, however, 
explain what this means. 
Glatthorn (1991) refers to another aspect of school 
culture when he discusses what he calls the "hidden 
curriculum" and its inclusion of all the learning that is 
transmitted through the school's culture. It is regarded 
as a curriculum that is taught implicitly rather than 
explicitly through the school experience. He identifies 
the major aspects that influence learning through hidden 
curricula: (a) the values of the administrators and the 
teachers, (b) the grouping and tracking practices, (c) the 
reward system, (d) the allocation and use of such resources 
as space, time, and materials, (e) the climate of the 
school, (f) the rules and discipline policies of the 
school, (g) the distribution of power, and (h) the 
decision-making process. All these elements have a subtle 
influence on the way students learn. 
It has also been argued that reforms which fragment 
the instructional program, such as individual staff 
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development practices or programs like Chapter I and 
Special Education, make for a piecemeal approach to change. 
These approaches or isolated programs create separateness 
rather than unity and therefore leave the school culture 
untouched by any real, long-lasting change (Gursky, 1990; 
Purkey & Smith, 1985). 
C. The School Reform Movement 
School reform is intended to address what is perceived 
by many (educators, government, and community) as the 
inability of their school system to provide what they 
determine to be an effective education. The objective of 
school reform is to change at least one aspect of a 
school(s)/district so that it conforms to some 
predetermined criteria for success with regard to student 
achievement. 
The phrase "school reform" is a common reference to 
any proposal for changes in public school policy and/or its 
operation. Much attention has been devoted to educational 
reform in the last 12 years. Since the onslaught of school 
reform reports in the early 1980s, a sustained effort has 
been undertaken to fix, restructure, and rethink the 
American educational enterprise. School reformers are 
intent on changing the organization and structure of the 
existing school system, its leadership, and program 
outcomes. Reform, however, is not a new phenomenon, but 
has been an ongoing issue in education since shortly after 
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the advent of American public school education in the early 
1800s. 
Like other movements in society, school reform has 
undergone changes over time. It is common to read of the 
first and second waves of reform being discussed in the 
literature, the former espousing a top down approach and 
the latter a bottom-up approach to school reform. The Wave 
One reforms began in the early 1970s and have continued to 
the present day, calling for competency-based education, 
performance contracting, school-wide accountability, the 
banner cry "academic excellence", and legislated learning, 
an example of the latter being the federal publication 
entitled What Works: Research About Teaching and Learning 
(1987) . The assumption of legislated learning is that 
mandating state and national standardization of curriculum 
and testing, promotion, and retention will make schools 
academic centers of excellence. This approach regards 
schools, teachers, and administrators as the problem. As 
if to confirm this view, the public frequently saw 
educators and legislators being cited in the media, calling 
for the raising of standards, more homework, and year-round 
schooling to shape up these ineffective schools. Even so, 
in his book, Improving Schools From Within (1990), Barth, a 
former principal himself for a number of years, sees the 
top-down model as being too unwieldy and too complex for 
any one individual to address. 
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The Wave Two reforms were characterized by site-based 
management, teacher empowerment, the restructuring of 
schools, teacher professionalization, and vertical teaming 
in schools. Proponents of this approach assumed that 
schools, teachers, administrators, and students were part 
of the solution as opposed to being part of the problem 
(Glickman, 1989) . This reform wave called for the sharing 
of responsibilities/leadership in schools in order to 
infuse and develop a variety of leadership roles (Barth, 
1990) . 
The impact on administration has changed from the 
First Wave (which responded to characteristics of effective 
schools research such as the role of the principal's 
leadership) to the Second Wave (which, for example, calls 
for teacher empowerment). The top-down approach is still 
pursued by state legislatures and the bottom-up approach is 
supported by professional associations and local level 
advocates. From Goodlad (1987) comes the argument that 
what is needed from the bottom-up view, in the way of 
linkages, is "a set of agreements, not a set of directives 
from one level to another" (p. 12). Wave One reforms 
proposed answers -- here is what works and what "you" 
should do. Wave Two reforms, according to Glickman (1989), 
pose questions rather than answers. Should we have grade 
levels? What is the best curriculum? Why one teacher to a 
classroom? Neither approach has been acceptable to all 
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constituencies so the efforts continue with little being 
resolved. 
Looking at these different waves from the standpoint 
of administration of a PPS delivery system, the second wave 
holds more promise of success. Its concentration at the 
grassroots level is what has proven successful for PPS 
providers in trying to integrate their students into the 
general education system. Mandating change of PPS student 
status with regard to the general education program(s) 
without proper preparation of the parties involved has 
failed in the past. 
The most recent entry into the reform efforts is Total 
Quality Management (TQM) and, like so many other efforts at 
school reform, this also has its roots in business. TQM 
takes its philosophy from the movement generated in Japan 
by W. Edwards Deming after World War II (early 1950s) as a 
means of reestablishing their economy and industry. TQM 
was felt to be successful because it gave more 
responsibility to the workers with regard to the direction 
and decision making in their industries. This was 
important then because the people no longer trusted their 
leaders. What TQM offers is a very different approach to 
education, primarily because it believes the consumer is 
the reason for its existence. Goals are directed at 
providing the quality product the consumer wants, not what 
the producer wants. In education this translates to 
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providing the best quality education a student can have and 
that a parent wants. 
As mentioned earlier, however, TQM calls for a very 
different approach to education than the majority of our 
schools now use. TQM initially relies on two factors: the 
first is trust, that is, the belief that this team effort 
can provide good decisions and effectively address issues 
for the benefit of students and not be bogged down in 
personal interests and concerns. The second factor is 
accountability, which means having the necessary data to 
support recommended changes. Its principles advocate that 
teams of workers and management, representing all levels in 
the workplace, can address, create solutions, and monitor 
change to see that problems are corrected and/or a better 
quality program continues to develop. Advocates of Total 
Quality Management give numerous examples of how successful 
it is in various industries and how it develops a more 
interactive, motivated, and invested work force. 
Shoemaker and Wilson (1993) discuss a number of 
schools/districts which have either intentionally or 
unintentionally employed many or all of the techniques of 
Deming's philosophy. These schools are seeing significant 
improvement in their students' abilities, academic scores, 
and involvement, in addition to a greater involvement and 
commitment by their staff. This may prove to be the answer 
to successful reform or it may follow its predecessors. 
The actual outcome depends on knowledgeable implementation 
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and follow-through along with the recognition that it will 
take years before the results are truly known, as Shoemaker 
and Wilson's review suggests. 
1. The Role of Choice in School Reform 
One of the options offered to parents as a way of 
providing the opportunity for a better education is to 
allow them the choice of which school their children may 
attend. This is currently in effect in a number of states 
in one form or another. Boyd and Walberg (1990) point out 
that parental choice of schools has become one of the 
leading ideas for reforming and improving American 
education, and polls show that a clear majority of the 
public endorses the idea that parents should be allowed to 
choose the school their children attend (Elam & Gallup, 
1991) . 
Advocates of parental choice believe that it can 
create powerful incentives for school improvement. When 
consumers can "vote with their feet" (Boyd & Walberg, 
1990), educators get a clear signal about their 
performance. In addition, when teachers have more choice 
and voice about what they teach, and the kind of school or 
program with which they are affiliated, their 
professionalism, creativity, and commitment to the work are 
enhanced (Goodlad, 1987). 
Like other fundamental reforms, school choice 
threatens the status quo and introduces some unpredictable 
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elements. Some critics of choice say that it exacerbates 
inequity (Banks, 1988; Jones-Wilson, 1986). One 
illustration currently in place is the magnet school. 
Magnet schools are located within a district with each 
providing a variety of special thematic programs to its 
students (e.g., an arts magnet school). The students can 
apply for acceptance from any other school in that 
district. Nevertheless, magnet schools can have negative 
side-effects on nonselective schools. For example, 
students who remain in ordinary neighborhoods may lose the 
stimulation of bright classmates or those with special 
interests who choose to attend the magnet schools. In 
addition teachers in ordinary schools may lack the 
stimulation of more imaginative colleagues who are chosen 
to teach in the magnet school (Boyd & Walberg, 1990). 
Another potential result of choice is the possibility that 
parents will use it as a way to return to the neighborhood 
school concept in order to reduce the time their children 
spend traveling on a bus, which would negate the effects of 
busing used for school integration purposes. 
A study in which the attitudes of 320 teachers from a 
number of ethnically diverse high schools were measured was 
done in conjunction with a pilot project (Model Schools 
Project) that was going on in these schools at the same 
time. Butler-Williams and Kpo (1990) looked at endorsement 
of, and anxiety over, the school reform project being 
conducted in each of the participating schools as a result 
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of a new Illinois School Reform Act. The Model Schools 
Project was designed to be developed by each individual 
school's staff, parents, community members, and others, 
with the goal being shared decision-making to govern the 
school. The researchers found that those who were directly 
involved in the project had less anxiety and were more 
willing to endorse it; and older teachers were less 
inclined toward change or improvement. 
The results of the twenty-five item questionnaire 
given to participants were subjected to a variety of 
analyses (the independent t-test, pair-wise comparisons, 
and polarized categorizations) to evaluate the responses. 
Nonetheless, there are questions regarding the methodology 
in that only the three schools that were participating in 
the project were surveyed. Only half of those teachers 
surveyed responded, and the distribution of the responses 
among the participating schools was uneven. This leaves 
room to suggest a need to include other schools, if only as 
controls. 
If schools are to achieve success from shared 
leadership then what Barth (1990) refers to as a "community 
of leaders" (p. 117) needs to occur. The goal is to enlist 
members within the school's community to rejuvenate its 
training programs. The community of leaders is composed of 
teachers, principals, parents, and students who interact 
for the purpose of improving their school from within. 
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2. Equity in the Reform Movements 
Many issues of concern for all students may be 
overlooked in this surge for reform and one of them is 
equity. Jones-Wilson (1988) expressed her belief that 
there is an absence of concern for equity in many recent 
reports and studies of education reform. As noted earlier, 
educational reform movements are not new and some would 
argue they are cyclical. Hilliard (1989) reports that: "A 
child, through no fault of his or her own, may be placed in 
a situation where access to an appropriate quality of 
regular instruction is restricted" (p. 5). He uses the 
example of poor and minority-group status being likely to 
place a child at-risk because of the lack of high-quality 
services being made available to him/her, such as might be 
the case in districts where choice is implemented or where 
the magnet schools are located. There is a fear that 
because the better teachers and students may leave an 
existing school or area, those students who remain 
(possibly due to the lack of available space in those other 
programs or because they want to stay close to home) will 
be deprived of the equal opportunity to be educated with 
their peers in the same quality education program and 
environment. 
The concepts of equity and equality are also issues of 
concern for advocates of multiculturalism. Hilliard (1989) 
reasons that it is our misperception (of student abilities, 
potential, and motivation) that is to blame for what we 
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have failed to provide the poor and culturally diverse 
minority students, and not the lack of any innate ability 
on their part. 
3. A Multicultural Perspective in School Reform 
The initial responses to concerns over the need to 
address multicultural issues came about as the result of a 
series of national reforms designed originally to address 
racism. The Civil Rights movement in the late 1960s and 
early 1970s led to desegregation, bilingual education, 
special education, and the rise of mainstreaming/ 
integration in an attempt to make general education 
accessible to more students. Once the need was recognized, 
educators and experts set about finding ways to improve 
schools through education about different cultures; this 
became known as multicultural education. 
The development of multicultural education programs 
evolved from two movements. One was an effort to change 
the institutions in this country, such as schools, to 
reflect more accurately the society's ideals about equality 
(Brown v. Board of Education (347 U.S. 483 [1954] ) . The 
second was a natural extension of the bilingual education 
movement which began in the late 1960s (Banks, 1988). In 
1968, the Bilingual Education Act was passed and so ended, 
at least for a time, the reliance on a monolingual 
education program in American schools. It was now 
recognized that the United States is a multicultural, 
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multi-language society that speaks languages other than 
English. It might be said, that there was also a 
recognition of how poorly some of the children in our 
schools were doing under the monolingual system. 
D. Multiculturalism and Multicultural Education 
Multicultural education is intended to teach an 
understanding of and appreciation for the many different 
cultures, ethnic groups and social groups in society. One 
of the basic assumptions is that by learning/teaching how 
the different cultures in one community learn, what their 
values are, and their differences, we will then be able to 
transfer that understanding when we go to another community 
(Hallahan & Kauffman, 1991). Multiculturalism is a 
philosophical approach to educating students which comes 
from the broader program referred to as multicultural 
education. 
The need for creative multicultural perspectives and 
approaches to reforms is exemplified in the array of 
minority families that have immigrated to this country. 
They represent a wide variety of customs, cultures, ethnic, 
and language groups. The Native American population alone 
represents over 300 independent nations; added to this are 
the Hispanics who incorporate cultures from South and 
Central America, Mexico, and Puerto Rico, and the Asian 
Americans including the cultures of Japan, China, Korea, 
and other Southeast and Pacific Asian countries. African 
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Americans make up another group with their own set of 
variables to be considered, including customs, values, and 
mores which are affected by socioeconomic status, education 
level, and geographic origin (Walker, 1991). 
To say that there is a wide range of opinions on how 
to achieve a multicultural education program is to 
understate the reality. Mazurek (1981) feels that the 
goals of multicultural education are unrealistic and 
unfeasible. Das and Harala (1989) have looked at ways to 
identify learning style models that would accommodate 
diverse populations. Just as each of us has a particular 
learning style, so, too, do cultural groups in the world 
(Cordova, 1987; Terrell, 1992) . Wahab (1989), on the other 
hand, calls for the complete restructuring of American 
institutions to overcome peripheralizations and injustices 
of what he perceives as racism in the education system. 
The phrase "multicultural education" means many 
different things to people. Sleeter and Grant (1987) 
developed a topology in order to sort out their review of 
the literature addressing multiculturalism in education. 
Nevertheless, the literature does provide a number of 
perspectives on what a multicultural education program 
should respond to, address, and include, such as how to 
teach the culturally different, how to help students 
understand their differences, emphasizing the curriculum to 
develop cultural pluralism, and how to challenge inequality 
and promote cultural diversity. 
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There is a concern over whether multicultural 
education should go beyond ethnicity and include other 
forms of human diversity. Gay (1983) warns that the 
initial intent of multicultural education, which she 
defines as "concern for the study of ethnic cultures, 
experiences, and issues, especially those of racial 
minorities, may be shortchanged" if the concept becomes 
all-encompassing (p. 7) . In contrast to this, Gollnick 
(1980) summarizes what he believes are the five major goals 
of a multicultural approach to educating students, those 
being to promote 
. . . strength and value of cultural diversity . 
. . human rights and respect for cultural 
diversity . . . alternative life choices for 
people .' . . social justice and equal opportunity 
for all people . . . and equity distribution of 
power among members of all ethnic groups, (p. 9) 
Sleeter & Grant (1987) feel that such reform should affect 
the school's philosophy so as to reflect cultural pluralism 
and social equality, and also to include different social 
groups, the disabled, and women. 
Multiculturalism is similar to multicultural education 
in approach in that (a) it promotes equality and pluralism, 
(b) has an approach which is organized around the 
perspectives and knowledge of diverse groups, both sexes, 
disability groups, and diverse social classes, (c) resists 
tracking and ability grouping, and (d) builds on students' 
learning styles and adapts to their skill level. The 
difference is that it focuses more on understanding 
differences than on understanding the whole of a culture(s) 
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such as the historical and sociological elements of a 
culture. The intent is ultimately to transform the entire 
school program to reflect diversity and to support equality 
for all its members (Sleeter, 1992). This leads into the 
question: How does this concern over multiculturalism 
affect students being serviced by PPSs (many of whom come 
from culturally diverse families)? 
1. Special Education and the Multicultural Interface 
The ways schools can go about interfacing a 
multicultural perspective with the general education 
program are compatible with the special education 
population, according to Amos and Landers (1984). They 
argue that the goals are the same, as are many of the 
problems associated with each. It is nevertheless more 
difficult to do when students are both special education 
and culturally different because the uniqueness of both 
areas has to be considered (Ortiz & Ramirez, 1988). 
Much of the research on school effectiveness focuses 
on the supposedly causal connections between school 
conditions and student outcomes. Very little in the 
effective schools research and school reform movement 
literature, however, deals with the students who are served 
by PPS programs in the public school systems. This becomes 
a significant oversight in light of the impact that 
minorities have and will continue to have on this nation. 
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In 1984, 36 percent of the babies born in this country 
were minorities and, by the year 2000, the proportion of 
minority children under 18 will be at least 38 percent 
(Committee for Economic Development, 1987). In addition to 
native births, it is estimated that 14 million immigrants 
from South America and Asia will be added to these numbers 
(Hodgkinson, 1987) . Compounding this situation is the fact 
that a significant proportion of this minority population 
will live below federal poverty levels. This will be 
especially true for 43% of African-American and 38% of 
Hispanic children, who currently live in poverty (Cibulka, 
1992; Committee for Economic Development, 1987). As 
Williams (1991) notes, we already have an overly 
disproportionate representation of minorities in pupil 
personnel related areas now. If something is not done to 
arrest this situation, we will have some serious problems 
in our schools due to unnecessary or inappropriate services 
being provided. 
The Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 
1990. besides changing the name to Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), also included a report 
on the findings of Congress that relate to the 
discretionary programs authorized in Parts C through G of 
P.L. 101-476. The particular section which addresses this 
begins with, "The Federal Government must be responsive to 
the growing needs of an increasingly more diverse society" 
(p. S.1824-6). This section also explains the demographic 
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data regarding the rapidly changing racial profile in 
America. It makes specific reference to the discrepancies 
reported in the literature regarding the rising levels of 
referral and placement of limited-English proficient (LEP) 
children in special education when compared to their 
percentage in the general school population. This has been 
an issue with other minorities, especially poor African- 
American students. The section explains that, because of 
these discrepancies, special education is presented with 
challenges for the services to be provided to the nation's 
under-represented students. The term "underrepresented" is 
used here as it is in the 1990 Amendments to P.L. 94-142 
(P.L. 101-476) to mean populations such as minorities, the 
poor, the limited English proficient (LEP), and individuals 
with disabilities. 
2. How do we Distinguish Disabled Groups From Other 
Groups? 
The concepts of ethnicity and disability are quite 
different from one another and care should be taken to 
identify a child correctly as being disabled by not 
mistaking ethnicity for a disability. Ortiz and Ramirez 
(1988) have identified similarities between LEP students 
with handicaps and students in the process of second 
language acquisition. Cegelka states (in Lynch and Lewis, 
1988): "it has become clear that special educators cannot 
meet the needs of the culturally diverse, handicapped 
students without addressing the unique characteristics 
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deriving from their ethnolinguistic backgrounds" (p. 545). 
On the other hand, Amos and Landers (1984) assert that 
attitudes, expectations and practices related to minorities 
and individuals with handicaps are similar. 
The difference between disability and at-risk should 
also be sorted out from the effects of poverty and culture. 
For some, at-risk students are not the same as special 
education students. The difference between them may simply 
lie in being given the opportunity to succeed on an 
equity/equality issue, as in the case of a minority student 
having the same access and chance to succeed educationally, 
versus a child with a learning or physical disability that 
may require specialized teachers and materials. This is 
not to say that if a student fails often enough that they 
will avoid being considered at-risk and end up in special 
education. This does happen, regardless of whether there 
is a true disability, because the student has fallen so far 
behind in their studies they then qualify for special 
education consideration. 
It is also important to distinguish between ethnic 
groups and disabled groups. Banks (1988) defined an ethnic 
group as "a group that shares a common ancestry, culture, 
history, tradition, and sense of peoplehood, and that is a 
political and economic interest group" (p. 81). Hallahan 
and Kauffman (1991) defined a disabled group as "a group 
sharing a set of specific abilities or disabilities that 
are especially valued and that require special 
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accommodation within a given microculture" (p. 66). An 
example of the former statement would be the inability of a 
student to read in the language of the dominant culture but 
able to read in their own culture's language; or, some 
cultures may find direct eye contact as disrespectful to 
adults while another culture sees it as characteristic of 
self-esteem and sincerity. In other words, a student's 
behavior may be seen as exceptional by one culture but an 
expected or normal behavior in another. This has led to 
one culture's differences being seen as indicative of a 
disability by another culture when in reality it is a lack 
of understanding or ignorance of another's cultural traits 
and characteristics. 
E. The Role of Pupil Personnel Services 
Pupil personnel services encompasses a broad range of 
services which are designed to assist students in their 
school programs. The pupil personnel services are 
generally regarded as separate from the other two major 
components of the general education system, the 
instructional and the administrative/management functions. 
1. School Reform and Pupil Personnel Services 
A common thread running through the educational reform 
literature is the reference to schools that are successful 
being the result of shared responsibility (Coleman, 1986; 
Goodlad, 1984; Gursky, 1987). Programs like the School- 
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Based Decision Making Model (SBDM) (Valesky, Smith, & 
Horgan, 1990) and Comer's School Reform Model (Anson, Cook, 
Habib, Grady, Haynes, & Comer, 1991) attempt to incorporate 
the whole school in the process. Nevertheless, as 
mentioned earlier, this often runs contrary to PPS' mandate 
to meet the individual needs and differences of students. 
The many helping services that PPS includes have often been 
at odds with other components in the educational system 
because they are often regarded as a separate entity within 
the general education system (Reynolds et al., 1987; Wang 
et al., 1988). 
The advent of the school reform movement has created 
tension because of the strong push for academic excellence 
which can run contrary to the PPS mandate to meet the 
individual needs and differences of students, including not 
only academic differences but social, emotional, sensory, 
and physical differences as well. Part of this tension 
stems from what is seen as the incompatibility of the 
traditional one-on-one service model provided by the pupil 
personnel service staff and the demands of school reform on 
the total school environment (Reynolds et al., 1987). The 
result is an inability to balance the roles and 
responsibilities of each due to unclear boundaries. 
This is evident in the area of curriculum and instructional 
functions because it creates competition for physical 
resources, time, and personnel. Financial resources, which 
are an ever-present problem in schools in the best of 
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economic times (Beck, 1981), are another major thorn in the 
competition. 
This does not mean that excellence cannot be a prime 
target. If the effective schools literature taught us 
anything, it was that all students should be viewed as 
capable of academic achievement regardless of their home 
environment, family income, ethnic identity, or sex. 
Because a student comes from a low socioeconomic 
environment, this does not mean s/he needs a different 
curriculum nor is it an excuse for failure (Purkey & Smith, 
1985; Rutter et al., 1979). 
One example of a program that has incorporated PPS is 
the Comer School Development Program created by James Comer 
(1970). This is a research-based school improvement model 
that promotes ongoing collaboration among a school's 
parents, teachers, and administrators. The intent is to 
focus on what is best for the student's learning and 
development. The use of consensus, the open expression of 
feelings, and the discussion of issues are intended aspects 
of the process and are expected to build community and 
professionalism through problem solving in academic, 
social, and staff development. Comer's theories stress 
stability, autonomy, institutional loyalty, warmth of daily 
interaction, and other elements found in African-American 
families and communities in the past (Anson, et al., 1991; 
Payne, 1991) . 
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The Comer model began in the New Haven, Connecticut, 
schools in 1968 and was designed to address the education 
of poor, inner-city minority students. Comer emphasizes 
the social context of learning and the need for parents, 
teachers, administrators, and mental health professionals 
to create a supportive environment. His plan has met with 
success in a number of cities and is spreading to others. 
Comer's approach involves the total school and addresses 
specific areas in teams. One of them is the Mental Health 
Team for which he relies on the expertise of the PPS 
providers. The purpose of this team is to analyze problems 
that the children are having in relation to the demands of 
the total school environment and to focus on prevention 
(Gursky, 1990) . This addresses their social integration 
but still leaves the PPS students out of the general 
education learning environment. 
The Regular Education Initiative (REI) is a reform 
movement directed at PPS. Its introduction to the public 
is often credited to Madeline Wills, former Assistant 
Secretary of Education (1986). REI came to the forefront 
as the result of a speech she gave and quickly attracted 
many supporters and advocates. There was soon an active 
effort on the part of researchers and educators to 
influence and change the way special education services 
were provided to the less severely disabled students in the 
schools. They promoted social and academic integration and 
wanted the general education teacher to assume the 
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responsibility for the special education students in their 
classroom and to all but eliminate the resource room and 
its pull-out services (Gartner & Lipsky, 1987; Little, 
1986; Reynolds, Wang, & Walberg, 1987; Skrtic, 1988; 
Walberg, 1984; Wang, Reynolds, & Walberg, 1984). Fuchs and 
Fuchs (1994) offer a more conservative solution by 
recommending that the staffs of each school building work 
together in order to develop the competence and confidence 
necessary to work with all learners. These researchers 
feel that only when the general, special, and bi-lingual 
educators, Chapter I (Title I), and other professionals 
combine their skills and talents will caseloads of special 
education drop. 
It was initially argued that there was little 
supportive data for this change and as a consequence 
numerous articles were published in defense of the existing 
system. Kauffman (1989) argued that REI focused on 
emotional issues and that schools should instead obtain the 
support of critical constituencies and work on improving 
educational strategies. He specifically referred to REI as 
the "Reagan-Bush Education Policy" in which there was an 
effort to reduce the federal expenditures for social 
programs. Others, however, were willing to consider a more 
middle of the road approach. Miller (1990) recommended a 
reformist partnership between the classroom teacher and 
special education. Greenburg (1987) referred to the need 
for interfacing between special education and general 
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educators for improving service delivery and improved 
decision making. 
The problem with arguing about the efficacy of REI is 
the lack of an agreed upon definition. There are at least 
three interpretations: (a) the merger of regular education 
and special education, (b) a partnership between regular 
education and special education, and (c) the inclusion of 
all children into the regular education classrooms 
(Liberman, 1990) . 
Part of the support for REI came as a result of the 
financial gain that would supposedly occur as a result of 
this change in the delivery of services. Beck (1981) 
referred to the need to reduce and conserve fiscal 
resources of both general and special education. In 
addition there were feelings expressed that it was also a 
workable approach that would benefit the students more than 
the present delivery systems in place (Reynolds et al., 
1987; Wang et al., 1984). 
Researchers also looked at ways to rationalize the 
present system in a way that would allow for the 
integration of the two programs in their effLorts at school 
reform. Dunlap (1982) and Amos and Landers (1984) found 
similarities in the requirements of the individual 
education programs of special education and those found 
pertinent to school-wide reform (e.g., common goals, high 
standards, clear rules of conduct). In addition, Thurlow 
(1987) felt that the recommended practices of the effective 
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schools literature for general education were equally 
applicable to special education practice. Reynolds et al. 
(1987), on the other hand, claimed that special education 
categories for the mildly handicapped may not be conducive 
to integration because a particular disability might put 
greater demands on the teaching staff and require more 
skill than is available to the teacher. 
There are a number of criticisms levied against the 
demands and requirements of the school reform movement as 
it stands in the literature. Berreth (1988) looked at the 
restructuring (changing the pattern or organization of an 
entity) and briefly discussed 3 major areas of its focus: 
curriculum, organization, and governance of schools. She 
was concerned about the emphasis on academics and 
graduation requirements because this presents a problem for 
special education in particular. To institute these higher 
standards would require a reduction in the amount of 
flexibility available to these special education students 
now, making integration more difficult to achieve. These 
restrictions would be seen primarily in the limited 
availability of courses that allow for integration to 
occur. Semmel (1987), looking at the future of special 
education, particularly for the mildly handicapped, also 
expressed concern for these students due to the demands of 
the school reform movement and the pressure for excellence 
in academics. In a study analyzing the impact of school 
reform on at-risk and disabled students, Shaw (1990) argued 
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against characteristics felt to be exclusionary (e.g., 
national and state achievement goals, rigid graduation 
requirements). 
School reform offers great potential for growth and 
equality, but if it only focuses on assessing success of 
academic performance/achievement it may leave behind a 
considerable number of students. It is important for those 
orchestrating school reform to realize the success of all 
students. If all students are not accounted for in this 
master plan the cost to society will be far greater in the 
future than in the past. 
Regretfully, there is limited information on practices 
found in PPS which approach service delivery from a 
multicultural perspective. This lack of literature 
demonstrates and supports a need for the development of a 
multicultural approach to the delivery of PPS in the public 
schools. What is available is usually designed to be 
implemented by a particularly motivated staff member, and 
it usually relates to the school population as a whole. 
The reasons for this need for a multicultural approach are 
simple: (a) such an approach is recognized as a valid but 
has not been put into place in most school systems; (b) the 
growing number of students from minority cultures will 
continue to expand, which means the problem will not go 
away. 
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2. Multicultural Programs/Approaches for Pupil Personnel 
Services 
Pupil Personnel Services has not been a program devoid 
of controversy. The many helping services that have often 
been at odds with other components in the educational 
system, as mentioned earlier, due to the different 
mandates. 
Despite the advances made in assessment and placement 
procedures for minority students, they still represent 
double their proportional school enrollment in programs for 
learning problems and special education (Williams, 1991). 
One of the first concerns that PPS have begun to address, 
and will have to continue to address because of the 
increasing variability of the populations they serve, is 
the need to improve the assessment of multicultural 
populations. There is clearly an over representation of 
minorities in special education, and the inadequacy of 
assessment procedures and instruments is seen as the 
culprit (Chandler, 1984; Gelb, 1982; Nuttal, 1987; Rueda, 
1989). In fact, Nuttall (1987) looked at current practices 
used in the psychological assessment of Limited English 
Proficiency (LEP) handicapped students via interviews with 
21 Local Education Agencies (LEAs). Her study sampled 
school systems in different regions of this country, 
looking specifically at LEAs with substantial numbers of 
LEP children and/or existing bilingual special education 
programs. Only one-third were incorporating multicultural 
pluralistic approaches in their assessment procedures, 
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while others were using trained and untrained interpreters, 
central teams of contracted personnel, and nonverbal tests 
administered by non-bilingual personnel. The problem only 
gets worse because of the lack of bilingual assessment 
personnel and the growing lists of children waiting to be 
assessed. 
Dropout rates for multicultural students are high but 
especially high for those in pupil personnel service 
programs. Devilla (1991) cites statistics from the recent 
National Transition Longitudinal Study on the disparity 
between general education and special education high school 
graduation rates (this is also supported by data from the 
16th Annual Report to Congress (1994) . He reported a 36 
percent dropout rate from a sample of 3,045 special 
education students between 1985-86 and 1986-87 school 
years. This compares to other studies reporting dropout 
rates for general education ranging from 14 percent to 18 
percent, which gives special needs students a dropout rate 
that is twice as high as their general education peers. 
The 17th Annual Report to Congress (1995) reports that 
approximately 30% of the students with disabilities 
enrolled in high school in grades 9-12 failed to complete 
secondary school. In addition, approximately 8% dropped 
out before 9th grade which provides a 38% dropout rate 
overall, with 39% of African American students dropping 
out, 34% of the Hispanic students, and 25% of the White 
students dropping out. When these data are considered in 
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relation to the over-representation of minorities in 
classes for students with learning problems, which is 
double that of their proportional enrollment in schools, 
then PPS need support, not criticism, to change the 
existing situation. 
Bayley and Pratt (1987) provide a British perspective 
in suggesting what an educational psychologist can do by 
adopting an ethical stand in the areas of integration and 
access to integrated curriculum and equal opportunities in 
a multicultural and multiracial society. Rich (1987) 
discusses the potential of school counseling for the 
improvement of school integration. He explains the 
development of Effective Integration (E.I.) Schooling and 
its designated guidelines. Part of the process involves a 
multicultural perspective as part of the program. 
One perspective that includes the PPS students in 
particular is provided by Das and Harala (1987). They 
regard school counselors as playing a vital role in a 
\ 
multicultural setting. They see the counselor as being 
knowledgeable about the cultural background of all children 
who are assigned to them, especially minority and special 
needs children. What they see is a counselor who functions 
as a "student advocate and an intercultural communicator" 
(p. 312) , a person who is responsible for assessing the 
students' needs for teachers and administrators so that 
they can provide appropriate programs and services. 
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Another aspect of the counselor's role according to 
Das & Harala (1987) , because of their direct knowledge and 
association, can be the assessment of the cultural climate 
of the school. By working with other staff they can help 
make programs more responsive, stimulating, and rewarding 
for students. 
3. America 2000 and Its Potential Impact on Pupil 
Personnel Services 
President Bush's education plan, America 2000: An 
Education Strategy (1990) , set six goals for the nation to 
achieve by the year 2000. Many of these goals had a direct 
impact on the under-represented in this country and needed 
to be incorporated in any strategy that was to be 
implemented in the public school system. In April 1993, 
President Clinton submitted Goals 2000: Educate America Act 
(with eight goals) to the 103rd Congress, the intent of 
which is to create a national structure for supporting 
school reform efforts. There are three primary foci: (a) 
national education goals, standards, and assessments; (b) 
state and local education reform; and (c) establishment of 
work force standards. Goals 2000 also makes a commitment 
to promote fairness and equal opportunity in education with 
a special emphasis on providing for children at-risk (which 
refers to children generally at-risk of failure in the 
general education system). If it is to be successful then 
developing strategies for the inclusion of culturally 
diverse populations, especially those receiving individual 
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services from PPS, would greatly benefit from the 
assessment of the school culture as a means of identifying 
what needs are to be met. More importantly, America 2000 
and now Goals 2000 offer a significant challenge to PPS, 
and the extent to which PPS could meet this challenge would 
have a direct bearing on the success of Goals 2000. It 
remains to be seen what will happen to those states and 
districts which buy into this plan and what President 
Clinton's proposals for improving education and their 
effect on PPSs will be (Ysseldyke, 1993). 
From a PPS point of view, to develop a multicultural 
program that is holistic and integrative in nature, PPS 
must be involved from assessment to instruction and 
socialization. PPS has the additional duty of identifying, 
through internal and/or external research, those practices 
which are most successful in achieving an effective 
program. 
F. Significance of This Study 
What is most striking about the school reform 
movements are the limited, almost nonexistent references to 
PPSs and their unique status. Reform efforts focus on 
improving the general education student's program and do 
not address how to include the special needs population so 
as to be a part of that reform, not separate from it. 
There is almost a total disregard for PPS's mandate to 
individualize, which may be exemplified in the REI 
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initiatives and their calls for full inclusion without any 
allowance for the necessary changes involved in such a 
dramatic transition. 
The importance of identifying and incorporating the 
school culture in the process of school reform cannot be 
overlooked for the school as a whole and individual 
programs. The school culture includes all of the parties 
with a vested interest (staff, parents, community, and 
students) for the purpose of evolving an interactive 
environment in which everyone's perspective is acknowledged 
and the opportunity to participate exists. This is not a 
quick-fix approach, but one which will take time to 
develop. Time will be needed to identify the 
characteristics of the existing school culture and then to 
nurture and use these characteristics to create the changes 
necessary for the decisions that will need to be made for 
an effective multicultural pupil personnel services 
delivery system. It seems reasonable to assume that 
criteria related to a school's ability to deal effectively 
and appropriately with racial, ethnic, and cultural 
diversity at the classroom, curriculum, and pupil personnel 
service levels should also be considered when making a 
judgment about the overall effectiveness of a school 
culture (Boscardin & Carey, 1991). 
Part of the responsibility that falls on PPS 
providers, however, is to help themselves and others 
recognize what is necessary to help the culturally diverse 
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student. They can do this by being able to distinguish a 
handicap and/or disability from ethnicity and the 
limitations imposed by cultural ignorance to those working 
to meet students' needs (Ortiz & Ramirez, 1988) . Despite 
the awareness and efforts on the part of PPS providers 
there still exist great gaps in their ability to assess and 
provide appropriate remedial services. 
It is for these reasons the focus of this study is on 
effective multicultural pupil personnel services. The 
broad question then remains: How will PPS attempt to meet 
these challenges and how will general education respond? 
Sub-categories of this question will be addressed in this 
study. This author has chosen to investigate this question 
by asking PPS professionals to participate in a process 
which seeks to look at how they view elements associated 
with the development of an effective multicultural PPS 
delivery system. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
A. Methods 
1• Subiects 
There were a total of thirty-two participants 
representing five areas under Pupil Personnel Services 
(PPS): resource room teachers, school psychologists, 
speech-language pathologists, PPS administrators, and 
guidance counselors. Respondents were state certified in 
their professional area (grades N-12). Gender balance was 
not attempted because of the normally occurring imbalance 
of female to male professionals in these fields. 
Prior to the commencement of the study the 
participants were asked to sign a human subjects consent 
form which describes the conditions and indicates their 
willingness to participate in this study (see Appendix A). 
They were also asked to complete a survey (See Appendix B) 
which requested basic demographic information regarding 
their title, years of experience, sex, race, age, highest 
degree earned, school district setting, and work setting 
(see Table 1 below). The information in Table 1 presents a 
general picture of the participants. There were twenty 
female and twelve male participants, of which twenty-seven 
were Caucasian, three were African American, one was Puerto 
Rican, and one was a Native American. The educational 
levels of the participants included five with doctorates, 
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twenty-two from a K-12 district, and one participant failed 
to indicate a response to this question. 
When participants were asked to identify their work 
setting they provided a variety of responses. Twelve of 
the participants indicated an elementary setting, three 
worked in a middle school setting, one in a junior high 
school, four in a high school, and the remaining twelve 
were in other settings or did not respond. The option of 
"Other" settings was filled in by the participants and 
presented remarks that included references to private 
schools, teacher training schools, pre-school, ages 3-22, 
K-6, pre-school-12, early childhood, K-5, and one 
respondent left it unmarked. 
The information in Table 2 below, drawn from Table 1 
(page 64), and indicates the average number of years of 
experience for each professional group, the number of males 
and females in each group, and the average age of each 
group. Table 2 also gives an average for the groups 
combined in these areas and a ratio of male to female. 
Because the sample is relatively small, when considering 
the variety of settings that the participants were drawn 
from, it would be very difficult to generalize from these 
data with any degree of certainty. 
65 
Table 2 
Highlights of Group Related Data From Table 1 
Group 
Ave. Yrs. 
Experience 
Males 
/Fern. 
% of 
Ethnic 
Minority Age 
School Psychologists 7.5 3/1 0% 41.8 
Resource Room 
Teachers 6.3 0/7 14.3% 39.4 
Guidance Counselors 9.0 4/4 12.5% 47.4 
Administrators 9.2 4/1 0% 44.2 
Speech-Language 
Pathologist 14.3 1/7 37.5% 38.9 
Overall 
Average/Ratio 10.8 3:5 15.6% 42.3 
2. 0-Sort Technique 
In reviewing the literature the author was unable to 
find any study that attempted to look for the answers that 
were sought in this research nor were any efforts found 
that attempted to use the same methodology. The specific 
method that was employed is referred to as Q-Sort 
(Stephenson, 1953), which allowed participants to examine a 
set of characteristics that are associated with the 
development of an effective multicultural pupil personnel 
service delivery system. According to Carr (1989), Q-Sort 
Technique is useful in investigating the clustering of 
people based on variables associated with preferences. The 
participants were individuals who have the ultimate 
responsibility of implementing the programs under such a 
system, that is, they were pupil personnel service 
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professionals who provide services to students who are on 
an Individual Education Plan or are considered at-risk. 
The Q-sort technique provided a means of determining 
whether there are appreciable differences among the 
subjective views of these professionals and the importance 
of each of the included items to the development of an 
effective multicultural PPS delivery system. 
The Q-Sort is considered especially useful for 
exploratory purposes. The Q-Sort can provide a rich source 
of information to help the researcher's focus when 
additional support is needed to help clarify issues. In 
addition this instrument allows results to be quantified 
through statistical procedures, thereby providing hard data 
for information that may be considered ambiguous. The Q- 
Sort also is more appealing and enjoyable to the 
participant than the usual survey instrument, and it allows 
a little more personal contact with the researcher. 
One of the disadvantages of the Q-Sort Technique is 
that it cannot be used with a large sample in order to 
generalize to a population. The Q-Sort technique does not 
provide a way to compare two groups using a .mean and a 
standard deviation because of the forced ranking involved 
with the items. In a structured Q-Sort, however, groups of 
individuals can be compared according to the sub-clusters 
of items. In this situation the similarity of the 
individual's choices in one professional group are compared 
to each of the other groups' choices. 
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3. Item Development 
Sixty statements/items were included in the Q deck 
(each statement is on a separate 3 by 5 card and the Q deck 
resembles a deck of cards when presented to a participant) 
(See Appendix E). These items were the result of a 
synthesis of the literature by the author; the statements 
were either direct quotes, summarizations, or the author's 
interpretation of the literature. The statements are 
directly related to PPS and focus on aspects of school 
culture, school reform, effective schools, and 
multiculturalism. Statements used in this procedure were 
drawn and developed from the literature because there were 
no other means of assessing these elements found in the 
literature review. 
Each item was reviewed by a group of five PPS 
professionals currently involved in a doctoral seminar. 
Their purpose was to insure that the focus of the items was 
consistent throughout and to compare each item with all 
other items to insure that all the dimensions were 
represented as intended, with no ambiguities existing among 
items. They followed the same process that would be 
expected of the study participants, that is, they sorted 
the cards into piles, categorized them, and then went about 
resorting them into piles for rating according to their 
perceived level of importance. The discussion that ensued 
after the process led to the elimination of redundancy and 
any ambiguity in either the directions or the statements. 
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Procedure 4 . 
There were two procedures. The first procedure was an 
open card sorting procedure. Using the Q-Sort technique, 
single items/statements were placed on 3 by 5 cards (the Q 
deck) for the purpose of being separated into piles by PPS 
professionals. Participants were instructed to sort the 
sixty cards into piles, that all the cards in any one pile 
should be similar to the other cards in that same pile in 
some significant manner and different from the cards in any 
other pile. Participants were then asked to label/ 
categorize each pile based on characteristics they felt 
identified the cards sorted into that pile. The term 
"categorize", in this direction, refers to the way the 
respondents' sort the items and how these items co-exist 
when all respondents choices are compared. Each card was 
numbered randomly to avoid having participants think there 
may be some pattern/relationship in the sequencing of the 
statements. Those numbers were drawn from a random numbers 
table, within a range from 1-99 even though there were only 
sixty items. According to Stephenson (1953) there should 
be at least 50 but no more than 100 items in a Q-Sort for 
the purposes of statistical stability and reliability. 
There were no restrictions placed on the participants 
with regard to the number of items per pile or the number 
of piles. When the participants had completed their 
sorting they were given blank cards and asked to create a 
category/label for each pile and to then place that labeled 
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card with the pile that it represented. The researcher 
then recorded each item number found in the pile on the 
label card for that pile. Participants were provided 
access to blank cards in order to add their own statements 
if they felt that they were relevant to the categories they 
had designated. 
The second procedure was a forced-choice or closed 
sort. Participants were asked to rank order only the 
original sixty cards, which were to be sorted into a 
specified number of piles. A specific number of cards was 
required to be placed in each pile (see Table 3, below), 
the piles represented a continuum ranging from the most 
important items to the least important items with regard to 
the prioritizing of steps needed to implement an EMPPSDS. 
Each pile had a specified number of cards which, when all 
groups are represented and taken as a whole, provided a 
symmetrical representation similar to a normal curve graph. 
Table 3 
Rank Order Design 
Least Important > to > Most Important 
Pile Number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Number of 
Cards per pile 6 9 9 12 9 9 6 
The participants also were asked to rank order the 
cards within each pile in ascending order of importance and 
write the numbers, found in the corner of the 
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statement/item card, on each card representing a pile. 
Each card also had the respondent's code number to avoid 
any possible confusion in the data recording. Because the 
respondents were asked to distribute their choices 
according to a forced or fixed distribution, which usually 
approximates a normal curve, it meant that the respondents 
all had exactly the same mean rating, standard deviation of 
ratings, and the same distribution of ratings. 
5. Data Analysis 
The results of these Q-Sorts were first analyzed 
descriptively by observing the category labels and the 
number of items placed in each category by the participants 
within each group of PPS providers (see Appendix K). This 
yielded a range from three to fourteen categories and from 
as few as one item in a category to as many as thirty. 
This information was retained for analysis in the future as 
another way of looking at how similar or dissimilar the 
views of these professionals may be with regard to the 
labels/categories they chose and the items associated with 
those categories. The data were used in the subsequent 
step of the analysis. 
Next, the Q-Sorts were analyzed by combining the data 
from all 32 subjects and a similarity matrix was computed 
with frequencies of co-occurrence of these nominal data 
determined for all pairs of items. This provided for the 
correlation of each person with every other person. This 
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data was fed into a locally developed statistical computing 
package/program called ADAP which uses APL as the 
computing/programming language. ADAP is a computing 
environment used mostly by statisticians wishing to 
customize their data through the use of cluster analyses 
(M. Sutherland, personal communication, April, 1995). 
a. Dendograms 
The results of the similarity matrix are illustrated 
in the dendograms in Appendix M, which used a dissimilar or 
coincidental matrix to recognize the frequency with which 
items appeared together. The essential idea behind the 
clustering algorithm is to create a distance or similarity 
matrix which captures how the subjects felt the items were 
related (in the same group or not). A range of .1 to .9 is 
used to measure the distances items are placed from being 
more similar to less similar. If items were always placed 
in the same group they would be given a similarity score of 
.1, which is found on the Y axis. They will, of course, 
show up in the same cluster right from the beginning 
regardless of what clustering technique is used. 
The dendograms (see Appendix M) are simply a visual 
display of the information in the 60x60 similarity matrix. 
Items usually placed with other items are clustered 
together at low distances of dissimilarity (0.2 or 0.4) and 
items infrequently placed together are only joined in a 
cluster at higher levels of dissimilarity (above 0.4). The 
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clustering process was repeated for each of the 
professional groups as well as for all individuals 
together. 
b. Factor Analysis 
Later, through factor analysis the number of different 
Q-Sorts and the degree to which there is a high correlation 
among them or not was calculated. The factor analysis 
provides a picture of individuals making choices based on 
internal views and external experiences, each of which is 
unique. In other words, there is no clustering of groups 
or individuals. This process used the data from the second 
procedure, that is, the sorting of items based on the 
ranking for importance. 
c. Cluster Analysis 
Individual participants' matrices were subjected to 
two-dimensional non-metric scaling. Cluster Analysis 
(Kachigan, 1986) was used to produce a visual 
representation of similarities among items and to determine 
the dimensionality of underlying sorting. This procedure 
used the data from the sorting of the items into 
participant-determined groups or categories. 
Once the items were analyzed by category (established 
through factor analysis), correlations were done among the 
items chosen and among participants according to the 
position held (i.e., resource room teacher, school 
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psychologist, speech-language pathologist, etc.). Comparing 
participants showed a clustering of individuals with 
similar views. 
The closed sort provided a basis of support for those 
items deemed important and those of less importance, 
ambiguous, or not important at all to people engaged in 
delivering PPS services. The option to add items was 
offered to the participants, through the use of the blank 
cards, with the intention of including the items at a later 
time; none of the participants availed themselves of this 
opportunity. Data obtained from a factor/cluster analysis 
of correlation matrices, provided by the open sort, 
presented a number of opportunities to compare 
correlations, such as item to item and person to person. 
Such correlations were intended to provide information on 
the clustering of individuals with similar views and 
whether items were redundant. If two factors predominated, 
then development of a two-dimensional scale could highlight 
the relationships among professional groups, therefore 
representing different perspectives and/or 
conceptualizations. 
d. MultiDimensional Scaling 
Lastly, MultiDimensional Scaling (MDS) was applied to 
the data as a further analysis of the professionals' 
categorization of the statements relating to elements 
associated with an effective multicultural pupil personnel 
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services delivery system. MDS is a procedure designed to 
analyze data that indicate the degree of dissimilarity or 
similarity of two things, in this case, statements. Each 
statement is represented by a point in a multidimensional 
space. The points are arranged in this space so that the 
distances between pairs of points have the closest possible 
correspondence to the similarities among pairs of 
statements, given by the ratings. Therefore, two similar 
statements will be represented by points that are close 
together in the multidimensional space, and two dissimilar 
statements would be represented by points located further 
apart. The organization of the set of points in space is 
called the stimulus configuration, with each point having a 
number of stimulus coordinates specifying its location, 
equal to the number of dimensions in the model (Schiffman, 
Reynolds, & Young, 1981; Young & Harris, 1993). 
MDS is a generic term that includes many different 
types of analyses (Young & Harris, 1993). The type of MDS 
analysis to conduct depends on the research question being 
investigated. In this case, the purpose was to determine 
whether different groups of education professionals hold 
different perceptions of issues dealing with 
multiculturalism in schools. The INDSCAL (individual 
differences scaling) model is appropriate for this type of 
analysis. This model allows for differences in individual 
perceptions. In addition to stimulus coordinates, the 
INDSCAL solutions contain a measure of how important each 
75 
dimension is to the perceptions of each subject (Schiffman, 
Reynolds, & Young, 1981). In this case, each 'subject7 
refers to each group of professionals. 
As in prior analyses, the professionals were divided 
into five groups corresponding to their specialization: 
School Psychologists, Resource Room Teachers, Guidance 
Counselors, Administrators, and Speech-Language 
Pathologists. These five groups constitute the five 
subjects in the INDSCAL analysis. The ratings of the 
statements by the professionals in each category were 
averaged to obtain one matrix of data per group. These 
five matrices of statement similarity were analyzed using 
the INDSCAL model of the ALSCAL (Alternating Least-Squares 
Scaling) component within SPSS (Young & Harris, 1993). 
Again, MDS was performed to determine the structure of the 
statement categorization done by the professionals. The 
specific model, INDSCAL, was chosen in order to investigate 
differences among the groups of professionals. The 
statistical fit indices of STRESS and RSQ were used to 
evaluate the fit of the INDSCAL model to the data. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
A. Introduction 
This chapter will utilize the two research questions 
initially presented to act as a guide for providing an 
explanation of the results of this study. The first 
question was intended to look at how the respondents 
grouped the statements presented regarding the development 
of an effective multicultural pupil personnel service 
delivery system by professionals in schools. The second 
question considered whether differences existed among how 
these groups of professionals ranked these statements in 
order of importance. 
B. Grouping and Categorizing Differences among PPS 
Professionals 
Question 1: Is there a difference among pupil 
personnel service professionals regarding how they group 
and categorize the elements associated with an effective 
multicultural pupil personnel services delivery system? 
Part of the data gathering during the Q-Sort process 
required the participants to sort the statements concerning 
the development of an effective multicultural pupil 
personnel services delivery system into categories of their 
choice. This varied from individual to individual and 
group to group. Table 4, which follows, presents a summary 
of the data provided in Appendix K, where all the 
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Table 4 
Numbers of Items and Categories by Group 
GROUP Participant 
Number of 
Categories 
Range of Cards 
Per Category 
Group 1: School Psychol- 
ogists (4) 4 12 3 to 10 
16 14 1 to 10 
18 9 2 to 11 
22 8 1 to 21 
Group Mean 10.8 6 
Group 2: Resource Room 
Teacher (7) 1 11 2 to 9 
2 7 5 to 13 
12 4 5 to 25 
17 6 5 to 17 
21 5 4 to 26 
24 3 12 to 28 
31 9 2 to 12 
Group Mean 6.4 11.1 
Group 3: Guidance 
Counselors (8) 5 3 16 to 28 
7 4 3 to 2 8 
8 4 9 to 2 7 
9 5 5 to 21 
13 4 6 to 24 
15 8 4 to 11 
27 5 9 to 19 
32 11 3 to 9 
Group Mean 5.5 13.4 
Group 4: Administrators 
(5) 3 8 4 to 14 
6 8 1 to 16 
10 14 1 to 11 
23 10 3 to 2 0 
25 11 1 to 11 
Group Mean 10.2 6.2 
Number of Range of Cards 
GROUP Participant Categories per Category 
Group 5: Speech-Language 14 6 1 to 25 
20 4 6 to 2 5 
26 7 4 to 17 
28 6 2 to 13 
29 8 5 to 10 
30 4 3 to 3 0 
Group Mean 6 10.3 
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participants' category names and the items they identified 
with that category are listed. 
The table indicates great variability among 
individuals and groups. Three groups (resource room 
teachers, guidance counselors, and speech-language 
pathologists) had fewer categories and more items in each 
of those categories. Resource room teachers developed an 
average of 6.4 categories and 11.1 items in each category; 
guidance counselors developed an average of 5.5 categories 
and 13.4 items for each category; and speech-language 
pathologists created an average of 6 categories and 10.3 
items per category. School psychologists developed an 
average of 10.8 categories and had an average of 6 items 
per category and administrators developed an average of 
10.2 categories and 6.2 items per category. 
The 32 respondents created a total of 227 labels/ 
categories to identify the relationship that they felt 
certain items exhibited to one another. The majority of 
these labels, however, are short phrases and sentences (see 
Appendix K) which limits the ability to speculate with any 
degree of accuracy what similarity may exist among 
respondents' uses of those labels. 
Where items were examined for the frequency of 
occurrence together, in clusters at higher levels of 
significance, they remained consistent with the categories 
established by the researcher (see Appendix D). In order 
to compare the items and the categories created by the 
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respondents to something in addition to each other, the 
researcher created a series of categories based on a 
subjective interpretation of where these items would fall 
and called them the Author's Categories. Although the 
researcher asked the respondents to establish their own 
categories after they grouped the items (see Appendix K), 
those category names/labels were not an issue in this 
study. The relevance lies in the way the items co-exist 
with each other, that is, how they are grouped together and 
the frequency with which one item appears in close 
proximity to another. This provides clarification of the 
participant's understanding of the relationship of certain 
items to one another, that is, that they are categorically 
related and would be considered as part of a particular 
phase of development if an effective multicultural pupil 
personnel services delivery system plan were to be put in 
place. 
1. Cluster Analysis 
When cluster analyses are done for all respondent 
groups combined there is a significant relationship between 
how items are grouped at different levels. With few 
exceptions all items agreed with the categories that the 
author established with respect to where items were placed. 
As an example, in the dendogram for all subjects, of the 3 
clusterings of items at the 2.2 level, 2 of these groupings 
had items which matched the author's category placements 
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completely (see Appendix M). Table 5, below, summarizes 
the results from Appendix 0, and provides a breakdown of 
what the dendograms show. The table looks specifically at 
the item clusterings between levels 0.0 and .42. 
2. MultiDimensional Scaling 
In addition, MultiDimensional Scaling (MDS) was 
applied to the data as a further analysis of the 
professionals' categorization of the statements relating to 
elements associated with an effective multicultural pupil 
personnel services delivery system. The results from an 
INDSCAL analysis include a multidimensional configuration 
of the statements rated, called the stimulus space, and a 
multidimensional configuration of the raters themselves, 
called the rater space. The stimulus space presents 
graphically how the statements were categorized. The rater 
space illustrates how the groups differ. Two-dimensional 
through six-dimensional solutions were obtained for each 
group. The solutions were examined for statistical fit and 
interpretability. 
The statistical fit indices of STRESS and RSQ were 
used to evaluate the fit of the INDSCAL model to the data. 
The STRESS index measures the departure of the data from 
the model. The lower values of STRESS indicate better fit 
of the model. RSQ is interpreted as the proportion of 
variance in the data accounted for by the distances (or 
categorizations of the raters). The higher the RSQ value, 
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Table 5 
Item Clustering for All Groups 
Between Levels 0.0 and 0.42 
Group Level Pairings 
Author's Categories 
(Some are Abbreviated) 
All Groups 0.0 - .22 53,78 Administration 
7,72,97 Curriculum/Materials 
43,67 l-Curr./Mat. & 1-Ident. 
.23 - .35 53,64,78 Administration 
37,58 Administration 
9,7,15,68,7280 
,97 
Curr./Mat. 
6,43,67 2-Curr./Mat. & 1-Ident. 
79,90 Cultural Awareness 
.36 - .42 32,46,71 Community 
84,92 Service Delivery 
7,9,15,29,68,7 
2,80,97 
Curr./Mat. 
the better the model fits the data. A general rule-of- 
thumb for MDS analysis using only one matrix (the classical 
MDS model) is that STRESS values of less than .10 and RSQ 
values of .90 or higher indicate a good fit between the 
model and the data (Kruskal & Wish, 1978). However, it is 
not clear how well this rule-of-thumb generalizes to MDS 
models using more than one matrix of ratings. The table of 
values of STRESS and RSQ can be found below in Table 6, 
which follows. 
Table 6 
Table of STRESS and RSQ Values of the 
Various Dimensional Solutions of the INDSCAL Model 
Dimensional 
Solutions 
STRESS RSQ 
2 .290 . 555 
3 . 217 .602 
4 . 171 . 654 
5 . 146 . 667 
6 . 124 . 705 
Figure 1, which follows, displays the values of STRESS 
and RSQ for each of the dimensional solutions found (2-6) . 
When these values are plotted against the number of 
dimensions, there will frequently be an elbow in the curve. 
The number of dimensions at this elbow are the maximum 
number that are generally considered for interpretation 
(Schiffman, Reynolds, & Young, 1981). An elbow in the 
graph indicates where higher dimensional solutions no 
longer add much statistical value to the fit of the model 
to the data. In interpreting Figure 1, there is not an 
obvious elbow, though there appears to be a slight elbow 
around the four-dimensional solution. Also, note that none 
of the solutions fall within the general rule-or-thumb of 
STRESS < .10 and RSQ > .90 (Kruskal & Wish, 1978). The 
statistical fit indices for all solutions seem to be less 
than ideal, therefore, it is necessary to rely more heavily 
on the interpretability of the dimensions. 
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An interpretation of the statistical indicators of fit 
alone does not lead to the decision of which solution best 
fits the data. However, statistical indicators provide a 
general indication of where to begin in attempting to 
interpret the meaning of the dimensions. The ability to 
place meaningful labels on the dimensions is crucial in 
determining the number of dimensions that fit the data. In 
this case, it appears that the four-dimensional solution 
best fits the data. The multidimensional stimulus 
configuration, or stimulus space, can be seen in Figures 2 
and 3. For reasons of clarity, the four-dimensional space 
is represented by 2 two-dimensional plots. 
In interpreting this space, it is necessary to examine 
the statements that are located at the extreme ends of a 
dimension. The difference between the positive and 
negative numbers on the graphs has to do with absolute 
values and is not characteristic of judging the importance 
but rather for looking at positions/direction on the graph. 
Items found at +3 and -3 would have the same strength. 
From reading these statements, it is often clear as to what 
the statements have in common and how they are categorized. 
The similarities noted here are different from the original 
categories established by the author which was a subjective 
judgement of where these statements would most likely fall 
if one were planning to implement them. The titles given 
to Tables 7-10, with regard to each dimension, looked for a 
common unifying theme which would explain why these 
85 
D- 
CO <1 
> 
CO 
co r! 
> 
T- 
CO n CO 
> coco O’ r- 
t- in o d 
> > co n 
> 
in 
m in <= 
>> 
in o 
> 
o (O n 
> 
uv? 
> 
^r in n 
> 
CO 
C\| 0 
> 
CD 
CM o 
> 
CNI 
CO C 
> 
M" 
CO <5 
> 
i: > ^ T-'rj > 
> in > 
cm a 
> 
in 
co ’ 
> 
CD 
CM i 
> 
CD ‘5° Tf a 
> 
co » 
> 
o 
rn CRT ^ 
Tj-O- ^ ^ 
- ? CD 
> O’ < 
in „ > 
CD 
<o 
CM 
CM i 
CO 
CM CM CO 
to 
<L> 
3 
<*> 
CM 
03 
1— 
3 
w 
3 CJ 
‘■3 
3 
2 
W) 
3 
"3 
c 
03 
4-1 
V5 
ha 
<U 
TD 
C 
D 
ha 
O 
O 
Q. 
O- 
3 
CO 
c 
o 
SA 
c 
CJ 
£ 
Q 
3 
0 
•H 
4-> 
3 
r—I 
o 
CO 
fO 
3 
0 
-H 
CQ 
3 
0) 
£ 
•H 
Q 
i 
U 
3 
0 Cl, 
<U 
,3 
4J 
14-1 
0 
^iUIHIQ JOj )JOdclnCj’ pup SUOSK,V^(( Y, UOISUOUllQ 
tj 
3 
rti 
CD 
3 
o 
•H 
CQ 
3 
CD 
£ 
•H 
Q 
3 
o 
•H 
4-> 
CO 
u 
3 
tn 
*H 
4-4 
3 
O 
U 
CQ 
3 
I—I 
3 
£ 
•H 
4-) 
CO 
CM 
<D 
3 
tn 
•H 
ii* 
86 
.sam.mjjiQ |Rjni|tv^ jo iKmiutfo.xvy,, ^ uoisuniuiQ 
87 
F
ig
u
re
 
3
. 
S
ti
m
u
lu
s 
C
o
n
fi
g
u
ra
ti
o
n
 
o
f 
D
im
e
n
si
o
n
s 
3 
a
n
d
 
4 
o
f 
th
e
 
F
o
u
r-
D
im
e
n
si
o
n
a
 
S
o
lu
ti
o
n
 
Table 7 
Statements and Stimulus Coordinates Located 
at the Extremes of Dimension 1 
Support for Understanding Multicultural Issues 
Statement Stimulus 
Number Statement Coordinate 
V3 3 There are continuing efforts at dissemination of 
information and training on recommended assessment 
procedures and instrumentation for the 
identification and program planning of 
Item 53 multicultural students with disabilities. 2.196 
V3 7 Higher academic expectations by the 
school/district for all students has led to a 
reduction in the variety of curricular options and 
instructional strategies due to the attention paid 
Item 64 to meeting uniform standards. 
1.985 
V31 There are appropriate educational service options 
available to multicultural students with 
disabilities that go beyond what are available for 
Item 47 the majority student population. 
1.726 
V43 Regular and special education teachers, related 
service personnel, parents, and students are 
involved in school building decisions about the 
Item 71 grouping (ability) of students. 
1.658 
V58 This school has a sense of community which accepts 
the challenge and responsibility for dealing with 
its problems. The values and beliefs of this 
community permeate the entire school body and 
Item 96 allow change to occur if necessary. 1.586 
VI8 The school's formal curriculum promotes 
Item 27 multicultural-multiracial approaches to education. 1.580 
VO 9 The principal is accessible to minority parents 
wishing to discuss racial, ethnic, and school 
Item 15 issues. -1.230 
V05 PPS staff have attended in-service workshops or 
institutes on multicultural-multiracial approaches 
Item 7 to education. -1.324 
V3 5 The district has developed or acquired appropriate 
curriculum materials that incorporate an 
understanding of the cultural background of 
disabled students and reflects their primary 
language development needs and second language 
Item 58 acquisition needs. -1.512 
V2 9 The prevalence rate for identified handicapping 
conditions among multicultural students is no 
different from the prevalence rate for the total 
Item 69 school population. -1.887 
VI6 Special help in basic skills is provided so that 
Item 84 all students may succeed in all curriculum areas. -1.961 
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Table 8 
Statements and Stimulus Coordinates Located 
at the Extremes of Dimension 2 
Reasons and Support for Change 
Statement Statement Stimulus 
Number Coordinate 
V3 2 Efforts have been made to provide school staff 
with relevant information regarding bilingual and 
special education mandates concerning the 
education of multicultural students with 
Item 52 disabilities. 2.054 
V01 Your school/district has an educational philosophy 
which has been made public and is used in all 
Itern 2 decisions effecting students and staff. 1.877 
V55 An interdisciplinary, collaborative perspective is 
maintained between pupil personnel services and 
general education in the design and implementation 
Item 90 of all service programs. 1.710 
V34 Materials are being developed for in-service 
preparation of special education, bilingual 
education, and general education teachers in 
regard to cross-cultural understanding, primary 
language development, and second language 
Item 57 acquisition. 1.627 
V57 Teachers and administrators are sensitive to past 
practices of over-identification and inappropriate 
placement of culturally different students for 
Item 94 special education services. 1.573 
V5 9 The school/district has the same high expectation 
and standards for all of its students and provides 
Item 97 the means necessary to achieve them. -1.499 
VO 7 Teachers in this school establish standards for 
class work, but also make special efforts to see 
that all students, despite any initial learning 
Item 9 deficiencies, can achieve those standards. -1.562 
V19 Teaching materials for multicultural-multiracial 
education are available in a range of interest 
Item 29 levels for students. -1.731 
V4 0 Planning, design, and implementation of curricular 
programs and instructional strategies reflect an 
understanding of multicultural differences and how 
these differences may affect the way individuals 
Item 68 learn. -1.792 
VO 9 The principal is accessible to minority students 
wishing to discuss racial, ethnic, and school 
Item 15 issues. -1.823 
V4 9 Special education and related service personnel 
are involved in developing accountability systems, 
designing programs and services, and participating 
Item 80 in other activities at the local level. -1.873 
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Table 9 
Statements and Stimulus Coordinates Located 
at the Extremes of Dimension 3 
Sensitivity Toward Multiculturalism 
Statement 
Number 
Statement Stimulus 
Coordinate 
V12 
Item 18 
The principal is committed to the need for 
multicultural-multiracial education in this 
school. 
1.939 
V4 7 
Item 78 
Programs, services, resources, and curricular 
opportunities are equitable among local schools. 1.761 
VO 2 
Itern 4 
As a member of the pupil personnel services staff 
you are able to provide the services for which you 
were hired. 1.670 
V3 6 
Item 61 
Higher academic expectations by the school/ 
district for all students has led to a significant 
increase in the number of students being 
identified as having disabilities in learning. 1.585 
V54 
Item 89 
School personnel are prepared and able to use 
different instructional approaches that meet the 
individual needs of all students with 
disabilities. 
1.503 
VI1 
Item 17 
The principal regularly reports to the parents 
about the progress of the multicultural- 
multiracial education program in the school. 1.447 
V52 
Item 86 
The full-integration of students into the general 
education program is not the result of efforts to 
reduce spending, only an effort to assure the best 
interests of the students. -1.779 
V2 8 
Item 43 
Students with disabilities, regardless of race or 
ethnic background, are encouraged to seek the 
highest levels of education and/or employment for 
which they are suited. -1.857 
V04 
Item 6 
The racial-ethnic composition of the professional 
staff reflects the racial-ethnic balance of the 
community. -2.028 
V3 9 
Item 67 
There are policies that allow school personnel to 
adjust standards on behalf of multicultural 
students with disabilities. -2.348 
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Table 10 
Statements and Stimulus Coordinates Located 
at the Extremes of Dimension 4 
Recognition of Cultural Differences 
Statement 
Number 
Statement Stimulus 
Coordinate 
V56 
Item 92 
Teachers and administrators are confident in their 
decisions to refer culturally different students 
for special education services. 1.968 
V51 
Item 84 
The school reform movement in our school/district 
has not influenced the availability of funds for 
pupil personnel service students. 1.758 
V23 
Item 35 
The PPS program is an integral part of the 
instructional program and operates on a 
nondiscriminatory basis. 1.715 
V06 
Item 8 
PPS personnel recognize the need for 
multicultural-multiracial approaches to education 
in this school. 1.660 
V5 8 
Item 96 
This school has a sense of community which accepts 
the challenge and responsibility for dealing with 
its problems. The values and beliefs of this 
community permeate the entire school body and 
allow change to occur if necessary. -1.527 
V2 0 
Item 30 
Curriculum materials are continually being 
reviewed in relation to their impact on 
multicultural-multiracial relationships. -1.706 
V4 6 
Item 76 
Parents, professional personnel, and community 
members have a meaningful role in local decision¬ 
making processes. -1.777 
VO 8 
Item 10 
The teaching staff makes a consistent effort to 
promote sound multicultural-multiracial 
relationships in all their contacts with students 
in this school. -1.815 
statements are together, that is, an understanding of what 
the respondents could see as a common factor or thread 
between these items. The statements that are located at 
the extremes of Dimension 1 are found in Table 7. In 
examining these statements, the label "Support for 
Understanding Multicultural Issues" seems appropriate. 
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Dimensions 2-4 were interpreted in similar ways. The 
figures and tables corresponding to their stimulus space 
can be found in Figures 5 and 6 and Tables 8, 9 and 10 
below. Dimension 2 is labeled "Reasons and Support for 
Change." Dimension 3 is labeled "Sensitivity Toward 
Multiculturalism." Dimension 4 is labeled "Recognition of 
Cultural Differences." 
It may appear that the titles of Tables 9 and 10 are 
essentially the same; however, in reviewing the items in 
each of these dimensions, it becomes clear that this is not 
the case. The panel felt that the items in Table 9 dealt 
primarily with the students and the services they received, 
while those items in Table 10 were considered to be much 
broader in nature and addressed the needs of the staff and 
the community as a whole. 
By examining the multidimensional configuration of 
raters, or the rater space, it is possible to see how the 
groups of professionals differed in their categorizations 
and perceptions. The Weirdness Index is an indication of 
how unusual each subject's weights are relative to the 
weights of the typical subject. In this case, the 
Weirdness Index is an indication of how similar or 
different a group may be compared to the average of the 
groups. The index ranges from 0.00 to 1.00. A subject 
with a weirdness index of 0.00 has weights across the 
% 
dimensions that are proportional to the average subject's 
weights. As the ratios of the weights become more extreme, 
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the weirdness index approaches 1.00. When a subject has a 
positive weight on only one dimension, and weights of zero 
for all other dimensions, the weirdness index will be 1.00. 
The subject (or, in this case, group) weights and weirdness 
indices are listed in Table 11. This is followed by the 
graphical representation of these weights in the group 
space in Figures 4 and 5. 
School psychologists appear to be placing much more 
emphasis on the first dimension, "Support for Understanding 
Multicultural Issues," than on the other three dimensions. 
It also appears that this group may not be using dimension 
4, "Recognition of Cultural Differences," at all. The 
group with the next highest weirdness index is Group 4, 
Administrators. This group also places the most emphasis 
on Dimension 1, "Support for Understanding Multicultural 
Issues." They placed approximately equal emphasis on the 
remaining three dimensions. The group that was the most 
balanced across all dimensions was Group 3, Guidance 
Counselors. Their weirdness index was closest to zero 
(.159) . 
C. Differences in Importance Ranking of EMPPSDS Elements 
Question 2: Is there a difference among pupil 
personnel service professionals regarding the relative 
importance they place on items associated with an effective 
multicultural pupil personnel service delivery system? The 
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Table 11 
Subject Weights and Weirdness Indices for the Five Groups 
Subject Weights 
Dimension 
Group Weirdness 
Index 
1 2 3 4 
School Psychologists .309 . 703 .422 .408 . 153 
Resource Room Teachers . 198 . 442 .360 .300 .459 
Guidance Counselors .159 .317 .364 .338 .326 
Administrators .241 . 704 .307 .260 .324 
Speech-Language Pathologists .216 .315 .372 .435 .372 
Overall Importance of Each Dimension .277 . 134 . 126 . 117 
3final data gathering of the Q-Sort process required the 
participants to sort the statements concerning the 
development of an effective multicultural pupil personnel 
services delivery system, based on a perceived level of 
importance which was determined by each respondent. This 
varied from individual to individual and group to group. A 
simple ranking table (see Appendix F) presents information 
on how each of the sorters ranked each of the items. This 
provided the comparative data used in the similarity matrix 
table to further understand and analyze the individual and 
group choices. 
It is important to remember that statements/items, 
identified as being on the continuum from least to most 
important, are not value judgements in the sense of right 
and wrong but have more to do with worth or desirability. 
These statements are rated according to an implementation 
priority from the perspective of the respondent. This is 
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what the respondent feels should happen first, second, 
etc., based on what their understanding and experience 
leads them to believe should happen. 
Every respondent assigned each of the sixty questions 
an importance rank ranging from 1 (least important) to 60 
(most important). These ranks were factor analyzed to 
explore for simple structure or relationships among the 
questions and to explore for potentially interesting 
differences in the ranking behavior of the professional 
groups. The factor analysis indicated a long-tailed 
distribution for the eigenvalues and only a modest 
explanatory power for the first few dimensions as measured 
by the percentages of variance of 14.6%, 11.4%, and 8.9% 
(see Appendix L). This is indicative of weak overall 
structure in the rankings order. Two-way plots of 
individuals in the factor space show no group clustering of 
any significance. 
When the participants' choices were exposed to factor 
analysis, it became evident that there are approximately 6 
to 8 dimensions represented when considering eigenvalues, 
all of which are above a value of one (see Appendix L). 
Figures 6, 7, and 8 provide a clearer picture when Factors 
1 through 3 are plotted and analyzed. There is no strong 
grouping of or among the professional groups; they (the 
groups) do not even share the same opinions on how these 
items should be rated. All this shows is the disparity 
among the groups. This view holds true for whatever 
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factors are compared (see Figures 6-8). Based on the 
samples from each of the five different professional groups 
it would appear that these people are very dissimilar, both 
as individuals, and as individuals who are part of a group 
with similar education/training backgrounds. 
When the 10 most frequently chosen items (drawn from 
the information in Appendix I) are compared in each of the 
seven levels of importance (established in the rank order 
design in Table 3) there is a total of 51 different choices 
made out of the 60 possible choices (see Appendix N). 
Table 12, which follows, is a summary of the findings in 
Appendix N. There was one item picked at 3 different 
levels, and 17 that were chosen for 2 different levels. 
This leaves 9 items that were not chosen at any level to be 
in the top ten choices. There were 15 of 19 items chosen 
more than once in the seven levels of importance that were 
within 2 levels of importance of one-another. 
As previously noted, Appendix I focused on the 10 most 
frequently chosen items at each of the seven levels of 
importance. These were represented in the form of tables 
and they were combined into one to create Appendix N. 
Table 13 which follows summarizes Appendix N according to 
where the items fall based on the author's categories. 
When the 3 least important levels are evaluated/ 
assessed (1-6, 7-15, and 16-24) the items chosen are 
primarily associated with two of the author's categories 
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NOTE: The graph above represents one of three plots which 
compare the three primary factors that were identified 
after rotated loadings were accomplished. They explain 
approximately 3 % of the total variance found among the 32 
respondents' choices. 
Figure 6. Factor Analysis of Group Rankings 
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Figure 7: Analysis of Group Rankings: Factors 1 & 3 
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NOTE: The graph above represents one of three plots which 
compare the three primary factors that were identified 
after rotated loadings were accomplished. They explain 
approximately 32 % of the total variance found among the 32 
respondents' choices. 
Figure 7. Factor Analysis of Group Rankings 
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Figure 8: Analysis of Group Rankings: Factors 2 & 3 
■ School Psychologists 
o Resource Room Teachers 
4 Guidance Counselors 
C Administrators 
© Speech-Lang. Pathologists 
NOTE: The graph above represents one of three plots which 
compare the three primary factors that were identified 
after rotated loadings were accomplished. They explain 
approximately 32 % of the total variance found among the 32 
respondents'choices. 
Figure 8. Factor Analysis of Group Rankings 
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Table 12 
The Frequency With Which an Item is Chosen at Each Level 
for the 10 Most Frequently Chosen Items in the 7 Levels of 
Importance 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
96 
58 0 
79 0 
34 0 
84 0 
71 0 
4 0 
72 0 
69 0 
37 5 5 
36 5 5 
8 6 6 
27 7 7 
35 7 7 
65 7 7 
53 7 7 
21 7 7 
5 7 7 
7 7 7 
88 8 8 
94 8 8 
25 8 8 
75 8 8 
32 8 8 
43 8 8 
92 9 9 
24 9 9 
80 9 9 
Continued, next page. 
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Table 12, continued 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 
15 
16 to 24 25 to 
36 
3 7 to 
45 
46 to 
54 
55 to 
60 
TOTAL 
2 10 10 
76 10 10 
78 10 10 
18 10 10 
90 10 10 
47 10 10 
86 11 11 
70 11 11 
68 11 11 
42 11 11 
57 12 12 
97 13 13 
61 8 6 14 
23 7 8 15 
30 7 8 15 
99 7 9 16 
89 8 8 16 
46 8 8 16 
10 9 7 16 
38 8 8 16 
6 16 16 
52 8 8 16 
17 8 9 17 
15 10 7 17 
64 9 9 18 
20 12 7 19 
45 10 9 19 
67 19 19 
29 9 10 19 
16 13 7 20 
9 6 7 8 21 
82 13 8 21 
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Table 13 
Categories Affected by the Frequency of Item Choices 
Categories Affected at the Lowest Level 
of Importance (1-24) 
Number of Items in 
Categories Each Category Percent 
1. Curriculum/Materials 12 40% 
2 . Policy 7 23% 
3 . Administration 4 13% 
4 . Community 2 
5 . Cultural Awareness 3 
6 . Identification 1 
7. Service Delivery 1 
8 . Staff Development 0 
Categories Affected at the Highest Level 
of Importance (37-60) 
Number of Items in 
Categories Each Category Percent 
1. Service Delivery 10 33% 
2 . Administration 4 13% 
3 . Curriculum/Materials 4 13% 
4 . Identification 4 13% 
5 . Cultural Awareness 3 
6 . Staff Development 3 
7 . Community 2 
8 . Policy 0 
Note: . The table above is a summary of data in Appendix I. 
It focuses on the categories that are affected by the 10 
items most frequently chosen at each of the 3 Most 
Important Levels and at each of the 3 Least Important 
Levels. The categories that represent more than 10% of the 
items chosen are indicated. 
see Appendix D), Policy and Curriculum/Materials, and make 
up 63% (23% and 40% respectively) of the items chosen. It 
is a little more diversified at the upper three levels (37- 
45,46-54, and 55-60) with the categories of Service 
Delivery, Curriculum/Materials, Identification, and 
Administration adding up to 72% of the items chosen. 
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Nonetheless, these are less decisive with 33% for Service 
Delivery and 13% for each of the other categories. There 
were only two items: Item 67, (which states: Higher 
academic expectations by the school/district for all 
students have led to a reduction in the variety of 
curricular options and instructional strategies due to the 
attention paid to meeting uniform standards) and Item 6 
(which states: Higher academic expectations by the 
school/district for all students have led to a reduction in 
the variety of curricular options and instructional 
strategies due to the attention paid to meeting uniform 
standards) that were chosen by at least 50% (59% and 50% 
respectively) of the respondents and both involved the 
category of Curriculum/Materials. They were both chosen 
for the least important level (1-6) (see Table 15). 
Among the 40 items represented in Table 14, which 
follows, are 8 of the 10 items that were chosen more than 
33% of the time in the outer levels of the most and least 
important items ranking table (levels 1 and 2, and levels 6 
and 7) which are presented in Table 15. There are a total 
of 26 items that were chosen more than 33% of the time by 
respondents, when all groups are combined, for rating their 
importance (see Table 12), 15 of those items can be found 
among the 40 items in the 4 dimensions. When the data from 
Table 14 is compared to the data in Table 15 there does not 
appear to be a significant relationship between the 
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grouping of the items and the rating of importance of those 
items. 
Table 16 presents 26 items/statements that were chosen 
between 33 and 65 percent of the time by respondents and 
represent 43 percent of the total 60 items. The two outer 
levels at either end of the importance ranking (levels 1 
and 2, and 6 and 7) represent the strongest 
feelings/significance in the eyes of the author. As the 
items approach the center (levels 3, 4, and 5) of the 
rating scale they become less significant and those in 
level 4, at the center have unclear significance. 
That being the case there are five items that were 
chosen by more than 33 percent of the respondents that fell 
in the two least important levels. These were items 30, 6, 
67, 9, and 82, and they represent between 41 and 59 percent 
of the choices. There are also five items which fell into 
the two most important levels. These were items 86, 70, 
57, 17, and 64 and they represent between 34 and 56 percent 
of the choices at this level. 
Table 15 presents this data for levels 1 and 2, and 6 
and 7. The respondents appear to be giving a lower 
priority to statements concerning the need to give non¬ 
white students equal opportunity at being educated and have 
appropriate curriculum, or that higher expectations and 
standards limit non-white students ability to succeed. In 
addition, published policies on instructional approaches by 
the board of education does not have a high priority 
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Table 16 
Items Drawn From Table 12 That Were Chosen More Than 33 
Percent of the Time by Respondents Based on The 10 Most 
Frequently Chosen Items at Each of the Importance Levels 
Item 
Number 
Frequency 
Choice 
11 
1-6 7-15 16-24 25-36 37-45 46-54 60 + 
8 6 11 
70 11 11 
6 6 11 11 
42 11 11 
57 12 12 
97 13 13 
61 8 6 14 
23 7 8 15 
30 7 ' 8 15 
99 8 9 16 
89 8 '8 ' 16 
46 8 8 16 
10 9 7 16 
38 8 8 16 
6 16 16 
52 8 8 16 
17 8 9 17 
15 10 7 17 
64 9 9 18 
20 12 7 19 
45 10 9 19 
57 19 19 
29 9 io 19 
16 13 7 20 
9 6 7 8 21 
Ba ii 13 8 21 
Note: Table 16 presents 26 items/statements that were 
chosen between 33 and 65 percent of the time by respondents 
and represent 43 percent of the total 60 items. 
either. The five statements at the upper end of the scale 
appeal to basic needs of the staff and any successful 
efforts at educating students. They address the need for a 
committed principal, a staff that is able to do what they 
were hired to do, and a staff that is prepared and able to 
meet the needs of students. Along with this is the 
expectation that students achieve, that they be encouraged 
to achieve, and that they are given the means to achieve. 
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D. Chapter Summary 
Table 4 presented the number of categories and items 
placed in each category for each of the five groups of 
participants. It indicated that administrators and school 
psychologists created more categories with fewer items in 
each than the other 3 groups. In addition, these groups 
created a total of 227 categories but they were written 
mostly as short phrases and sentences. 
Through cluster analysis, items were examined for 
frequency of occurrence together. With few exceptions all 
items grouped at the higher levels of significance agreed 
with the way the items were placed in the categories that 
the author had established. 
In addition, MDS was applied to the data to further 
analyze the categorization process. Because there was no 
clear elbow when the values of STRESS and RSQ were plotted 
the author decided to use the next criteria to determine 
which dimensions to use, that is, the ability to place 
meaningful labels on the dimensions. The four dimensional 
solution was the best fit for the data. It was often clear 
what the statements had in common, however, the 
similarities found between these items were different from 
those the author established in his category development. 
Next, the multidimensional configuration of the raters 
was examined to determine how these groups of professionals 
differed in their categorizations and perceptions. A 
weirdness index was developed in Table 11 to indicate how 
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similar or different a group may be from the average of the 
groups. School psychologists and administrators differed 
the most from the average of all groups. 
Through the use of factor analysis and a similarity 
matrix table the ratings established by individuals for 
each item were studied. This provided a limited ability to 
differentiate between groups as to the way they ranked the 
items for importance. Nevertheless, it did indicate that 
there may not be a significant difference between 
individuals and/or groups in how they ranked the importance 
of the items. 
Chapter V will discuss why these results occurred and 
their relationship to educational applications. In 
addition consideration will be given to the data analysis 
techniques used for this study; MDS and the dendograms, as 
well as the ranking of items by the respondents. 
Ill 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
A. Introduction 
This chapter will look at the results and discuss 
their implications for implementing an Effective 
Multicultural Pupil Personnel Services Delivery System. 
Analysis of the data on individual and group choices 
/ 
provides both answers and questions, maybe more of the 
latter than the former. The respondents sorted the 
statements for two reasons: first, based on a perceived 
relationship they were to group tfhose statements under some 
unifying title so that item relatedness could be studied. 
The second reason was to establish a perceived rating of 
_/ » 
importance for each statement. 
The intent of both exercises was to develop a better 
understanding of the similarities and differences among the 
individuals, and the groups in implementing EMPPSDS. 
Obviously this would mean determining why there were 
differences and what impact that may or may not have on a 
group(s) ability to implement this process. An assumption 
is made on the part of the author that the similarities are 
the result of educational training and empathic 
understanding of the impact diversity has on the ability of 
students to participate in the public school system when 
students are not accepted because of their differences. 
The professional groups in this study are all directly 
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involved and responsible for meeting the needs of students 
out of the mainstream, that is, students with disabilities, 
students of different ethnic, racial, and/or cultural 
origins, and students at risk. 
The first part of the analysis of these groups began 
with the attempt to understand the demographics of the 
individuals that participated. The information gathered 
from the survey instrument was narrowed down into Table 1 
(Participant Demographics), which was presented in Chapter 
III on Methods. It is the author's opinion that this 
sample may be too small for the number of groups 
represented. This belief is based on the concept behind 
the Central Limit Theorem which contends that as the sample 
size increases the distribution will approach the normal 
distribution and therefore have a smaller standard 
deviation. The range of participants was from 4 to 8 
members and the two groups that showed the greatest 
disparity were also the groups with the least number of 
respondents, that is, the school psychologists with 4 and 
the administrators with 5. What is needed is an equal 
number of respondents in each group and a more 
representative sample of the different school districts by 
size and work setting. It could also be profitable to 
encourage more non-Caucasian involvement for two reasons, 
the first being an attempt to have a more representative 
sample of the urban areas across the different disciplines 
involved, and the second to allow for an analysis of 
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differences between the Caucasian and non-Caucasian groups. 
The reader needs to remember that the information that is 
gained from this type of research is relevant to the 
populations directly involved and is not generalizable to 
other populations because of the forced or fixed 
distribution involved in the Q-Sort process in order to 
compare racial perceptions. 
How does the demographic/personal data on the survey 
form relate to the decisions made as an individual and as 
professional groups? There are a number of ways that the 
data from this survey might affect the outcome of the 
respondents' choices. The impact that age and/or years of 
teaching experience might have, the amount of education and 
their focus of study, where a person was educated, how long 
they have worked in a particular setting or in different 
types of settings, are just some of the factors that could 
be looked at with a large enough sample. This could affect 
the direction of the approach a particular individual or 
group might make under certain circumstances. One obvious 
example could be, administrators initially focusing on 
policy and administration, when others, such as direct 
service providers, may feel that it would be more 
productive to establish community/parent support first. 
Another example might be, a resource room teacher with 20 
years experience in a small rural area being compared to 
someone with 20 years in an urban school system. Each of 
the examples potentially represents a different 
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perspective, the first based on training and/or education, 
and the second based on experience and setting. Future 
studies would want to take this form of data into account 
when designing the intent and focus of the research. As in 
previous chapters the two research questions will be 
employed again to guide the discussion of the results. 
Question 1: Is there a difference among pupil 
personnel service professionals regarding how they 
group/categorize the elements associated with an effective 
multicultural pupil personnel services delivery system? 
This step of the analysis looked at the way the different 
groups categorized the statements from the standpoint of 
the number of categories developed and the number of 
statements per category. What stood out in Table 4 (Number 
of Items and Categories by Group) was the difference in the 
number of categories between the school psychologists and 
the administrators from those in the other three groups. 
My initial interpretation was that by the very nature of 
their positions, both the school psychologists and the 
administrators dealt with crises on a daily basis and 
therefore needed to compartmentalize their data rather than 
generalize. The two are typically held more accountable 
for daily decisions and thus need to qualify judgements and 
make distinctions, therefore the need for more categories. 
These two groups are more likely to have to defend their 
decisions either orally and/or in writing and as a result 
need to be more specific in their distinctions. The other 
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three groups tend to follow a more consistent daily 
schedule and are not called on regularly to intervene or 
mediate situations. The survey information represented in 
Table 1 (Participant Demographics) also singled out these 
two groups. When it came to indicating their work place 
the majority of those indicating "other", as a response to 
identifying their work setting, came from school 
psychologists, administrators, and speech-language 
pathologists. These three groups could all be considered 
itinerant personnel (in this case, not connected to just 
one school) who are typically responsible for providing 
services or, as in the case of administrators, arranging to 
meet the needs of students in more than one school or age 
grouping. 
A question that remains is whether these 
interpretations would hold if more respondents were in 
these two groups (they have the smallest representation of 
the five groups). This researcher expects that they would 
not be different simply because of the nature of the 
positions, that is, to make decisions that affect other 
personnel and the need for clarity in explaining those 
decisions. 
An additional factor to consider is whether 
MultiDimensional Scaling would have an impact on the 
organization of items in the categories that are developed 
through that process. This is to say that MDS tends to see 
item grouping relationships differently than the author did 
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and may therefore be an argument against having one person 
define those relationships. It will be noted later that 
the titles given to each dimension were the result of a 
consensus by four people. 
Additional thought should also be given to labels 
provided by the respondents and how to use this 
information. One consideration would be whether it gives 
any insight to understanding the perspective of the 
individual or group responses and whether they could be 
used as referents when trying to develop MDS labels. 
Because of the potential size of a project of this nature, 
it would most likely be an area for a separate study. The 
32 respondents in this study produced 227 categories, 
making it difficult to address within the scope of this 
paper. These categories ranged from one word labels to 
short phrases and sentences. It was not anticipated that 
participants would use more than one or two words in a 
label at the conception stage of this research. 
The design of this study also mandated that the author 
avoid any and all efforts to influence a participant's 
response because the focus was on their perceptions. In 
the directions they were asked to establish a basis (in 
their own mind) for making their choices to sort items they 
felt were similar in nature into particular piles. Then 
they were asked to give those piles a label. This person 
may need to be reconsidered because of the potential to 
assist in understanding the individual/group perspective as 
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mentioned earlier, one could go to the opposite end of the 
continuum and supply labels for the respondent to use. The 
latter would control this part of the process but would 
most likely limit the respondent's creativity and 
uniqueness. 
If it were determined that there ought to be a more 
equal representation of items across the different possible 
categories, or that the consistency of the items being 
clustered under the same category was important, then pre¬ 
determined categories might be important. This would 
establish a specific number of categories for the 
respondents to utilize, rather than having them group the 
items independently. 
Cluster analysis provided support for the way the 
author grouped the items. The majority of the items that 
were found together at the more significant levels in the 
dendograms (Figures 6-8) matched the way they were 
organized in the author's categories (see Table 5, Item 
Clustering for All Groups). This was not the case 
necessarily when the data were subjected to MDS. MDS 
produced a different relationship between these items. 
The STRESS and RSQ values in Figure 1 (p. 84) 
indicated a four-dimensional solution was most appropriate. 
The four-dimensional solution was located at a point 
indicating a slight elbow and the items in each of the four 
dimensions held together better, as to their ability to 
relate to one another, then other solutions. It was 
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because of this lack of a definite elbow, however, that the 
interpretation of the items' relationship to one another 
became critical and held up under scrutiny. 
The four MDS dimensional solutions, as far as the 
items included within each, were reviewed by the author, 
two post graduate students, and a faculty member in the 
University's Special Education Program. They were able to 
come to consensus on the titles of each of the four 
dimensions based on what they felt was the unifying thread 
that ran through each dimension's list of items. As 
indicated earlier, using such a review panel as this could 
be a critical factor in establishing a school's/district's 
direction and priorities. It is the researcher's opinion 
that the panel selection process, in such an enterprise as 
this, is a critical element to making the categorization 
phase meaningful. 
The difference between the two categorization 
processes is that one relies on the subjective judgement of 
the researcher, whereas the second process produces 
categories which are developed as a result of the MDS, thus 
reflecting more of a need to understand or explain orderly 
grouping based on a more rational numerical process, MDS 
analysis. This may not be contradictory since both 
processes consist of a heavy psychological element, that 
is, subjective judgment. 
Educationally, we are used to certain terminology, 
such as "curriculum," "staff development," 
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"administration," "policy," and so on. The respondents' 
labels, found in Appendix K, indicate both a reflection of 
educational terminology and efforts at explaining 
relationships. If the author were to look at these items 
again it would not be unexpected that there would be 
changes in item placement just because of the wording of 
the items. It should be remembered that the Q-Sort process 
was chosen because it allows for the investigation of 
subjective judgements, and unlike the intent of a Likert 
Scale item, there is room for ambiguity. The fact that the 
items imply what should be happening leaves them open to 
different interpretations. This is not to say these items 
are unclear in their meaning only that they may include a 
philosophical approach which can leave some space for 
slightly different interpretations and placement, that is, 
there are multiple meanings which depend on the 
contextualization of particular events. 
The Weirdness Index (Table 11, Subject Weights and 
Weirdness Indices for the Five Groups) brings back 
indications noted earlier in the categorization process. 
When the groups were compared according to the number of 
categories developed and items in each, the school 
psychologists and the administrators stood out. The school 
psychologists came out having the highest index rating, 
that is, differing most from the average of all groups, and 
administrators had the second highest index score. Both 
these groups placed much more emphasis on Dimension 1, 
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Support for Understanding Multicultural Issues. This would 
appear to support the author's contention that these two 
groups are more involved in developing ways to explain and 
differentiate issues than the other groups because of their 
need to understand and separate these differences. 
Administrators and school psychologists are typically 
involved in identifying and considering the necessary 
programs and support elements required to meet a student's 
special needs. They therefore are likely to look more 
critically at the elements needed to differentiate between 
programs. 
In contraast, guidance counselors appear to be the 
most balanced across all four dimensions. This may be the 
result of their being involved with all students rather 
than one particular segment and should be examined more 
closely in any future study. 
Question 2: Is there a difference among pupil 
personnel service professionals regarding the relative 
importance they place on items associated with an effective 
multicultural pupil personnel service delivery system? In 
reviewing the literature references were found as to the 
importance of the issues addressed (ASHA, 1992; Banks, 
1988; Cegelka et al., 1987) but not how they would be 
categorized or perceived. This study was an attempt to 
address this limitation. As mentioned earlier, the purpose 
for gathering the data was to determine whether there would 
be a difference in how certain professionals associated 
121 
with PPS looked at the items presented. The respondents 
were asked not only to arrange the sixty items/statements 
according to some unifying label/category of their 
choosing, but also to give each statement a level of 
importance. 
This part of the analysis studied the importance 
respondents attached to each item. The ranking of these 
data provided insight into how individuals and groups of 
professionals perceived the importance of the statements. 
These results did not provide a clear distinction of the 
differences between groups or individuals. What may have 
influenced these results, more so than the categorization 
data, is the lack of knowledge available to the author as 
to where individual schools and/or districts already were 
in the process of addressing the issues raised by these 
statements. Further consideration should be given to the 
reasons behind why items are rated the way they are. 
Greater attempts need to be made to control the 
participants' focus, that is, reinforce the intent/design 
to create an EMPPSDS. Participants need to be directed to 
think about what are necessary ingredients for developing 
an EMPPSDS rather than judge what is or is not in place in 
their present school. There were frequent comments about, 
"They don't do that here," etc., while others made no 
comment. In the directions they were asked to sort the 
same cards based on what they perceived was each 
statement's level of importance to the development of an 
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EMPPSDS. Although they were clearly asked to consider the 
development of such a system they may have needed a 
reference to creating an "ideal system," which the author 
assumed was understood. The intent was to identify what 
the elements of an ideal system are, that is, what it needs 
in order to exist and then use that as a guide to improving 
a system or district. 
Another option would be to interview the respondents 
about the basis for their decision making when rating these 
items. The interviews might reveal that participants were 
comparing the content/substance of the statements to what 
is or is not occurring in their school, and/or how they 
feel that these events should be happening; or, that they 
were trying to be objective and chose items based on what 
they felt should happen in a prioritized sequence. This 
understanding would have a significant impact on 
interpreting their perspectives on item ranking and 
therefore the intent of their choices. These results would 
provide information on where a faculty feels they are in 
EMPPSDS and/or where they feel the school/district needs to 
go in order to accomplish this process. 
Appendix I focused on the 10 most frequently chosen 
items at each of the seven levels of importance. These 
tables are combined into one and are found in Appendix N. 
Table 13 (Categories Affected by the Frequency of Item 
Choices) summarized Appendix N according to categories. 
What this table indicates is that there are no outstanding 
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items in any one of the levels that people agree is more or 
less important than any other item. In other words, the 
participants have their own perspective of what is 
important based on their own experience. That these 
statements have a lower or higher priority is most likely 
the result of the respondents approaching this activity for 
different motivating factors, that is, what is or is not 
happening in their school/district, what should happen, 
what would be the ideal, and so on. This would definitely 
be an area to pursue in future research. It may be that 
the respondents believe these issues are already in place 
or that there should not be any accommodation for 
multicultural students. 
The factor analysis for the individual/group rankings 
(see Figures 6-8 in Chapter 4) did not provide any 
significant results with regard to clustering. Group 
membership simply is not the defining characteristic for 
explaining individuals' rankings. That individuals are 
highly individualistic may seem redundant but it is apropos 
when looking at Figures 6-8. There is no way of grouping 
the respondents here; they are far too scattered in their 
rankings to imply a group orientation or focus. 
Nevertheless, this may also be an indication that the items 
themselves are not easily grouped. As will be noted in the 
discussion of the MDS process to follow, there can be a 
variety of interpretations available to the respondent 
based on what they see as a unifying theme among the items. 
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The question again arises as to whether a more equal 
distribution among the respondents and greater attention to 
the demographics would change this picture. It is quite 
probable that there could be a difference in how 
professionals from an urban district with a significant 
minority population would look at these items when compared 
to similar professional groups in a rural district with 
little or no minority students. This is not to say that 
their perception of the "ideal" would be significantly 
different. 
The information from the factor analysis is in 
contrast to that provided by MDS to some degree. The MDS 
does indicate that the school psychologist and 
administrators show a greater divergence from the choices 
made by other groups in some areas. This is similar to the 
information gained in the categorization process on these 
two groups, that is, they stood apart from the others 
because in that process they tended to have more categories 
than the others, implying more specificity. 
What the data appear to show is that it would be 
important to choose people as school district personnel 
according to their ability to see the process of developing 
an EMPPSDS through rather than by profession alone. The 
five professional groups and the individual respondents 
varied significantly in their overall ratings, which means 
that the choice of one group over another in implementing a 
plan to provide a more effective MPPSDS would not be an 
125 
issue. This is due to there being little or no correlation 
between individuals or groups. They are as individual in 
their choices as they are in their professions. 
When the data are reviewed for group choices there is 
an obvious limitation due to the size of the groups, 
ranging from 4 to 8 participants. This would definitely be 
an area to pursue in a future study because of the 
relevance of group choices to the items. If a district 
wanted to focus on one categorical area first, and a major 
portion of the professional group you were considering 
chose that area as the least important, it could seriously 
effect its implementation. 
What Table 13 (Categories Effected by the Frequency of 
Choice, Chapter 4, page 104) tells us is that there is 
little overall agreement on where these items should fall 
because they are found in both the least and most important 
rankings. Table 13 focuses on the categories that are 
affected by the 10 items most frequently chosen at the most 
important levels and least important levels. This may also 
be saying that, in many of the respondents' opinions, it 
does not really matter to them where they start the 
process. The reason for this is most likely that they are 
not typically trained to assume the decision maker role. 
The information in Table 14 (Items Associated With 
Each of the Four Dimensions According to the Author's 
Categories, p. 106) provides a breakdown of the items in 
each dimension and a determination of which of the author's 
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categories they fall under. There were 40 items 
represented, only 2 of which were duplicated. All the 
author's categories were represented, with anywhere from 1 
to 12 items, the one item being in Community and the 12 
items being in Curriculum/Materials. It is important to 
note that Curriculum/Materials has more than twice the 
number of items as all but one of the author's categories. 
It is also a category that covers a wide range of thought, 
including such areas as personnel, planning, organization, 
philosophy, and participation. Other areas are equally 
represented, based on the number of items found. It may 
very well be more appropriate to use the organization of 
items found through MDS which brings items together in a 
different process. This would involve having a group of 
professionals reach a consensus on the basis of the 
similarity of placement of the items found in each 
dimension, rather than sorting the items into categories as 
the respondents did in this study. The process might 
provide a more accurate representation of the 
categorization of items. 
In Table 12 (10 Most Frequently Chosen Items in the 7 
Levels of Importance, p. 102) we found how each of the 
items was rated. The more distinctive information from 
this is found in Table 15 (Items Chosen More than 33 
Percent of the Time From the 10 Most Frequently Chosen 
Items at Different Levels of Importance, p. 107), where 
there are only five items chosen more than 33% of the time 
127 
in the lowest levels of importance and five items chosen 
more than 33% of the time in the highest levels of 
importance. Four of the five items found in the least 
important levels had to do with curriculum/materials with a 
focus on higher academic standards and specific curriculum. 
It may be that the respondents felt that holding 
multicultural students accountable to higher academic 
standards was something that should happen when other 
pieces are in place. The last item of the five had to do 
with policy, and specifically, policies produced by the 
school board. Again, this is something that once other 
things are in place may be seen as affirmation of the 
board's commitment and approval. 
The five items found more than 33% of the time at the 
highest levels of importance were more varied and involved 
four different categories. Three of the statements dealt 
with leadership and staff preparedness and two dealt with 
student expectations, that is, expectations of students and 
support to meet those expectations. This supports the 
literature on Effective Schools where leadership is 
considered one of the most important elements necessary to 
create student opportunities for success. This is also 
associated with having high expectations for students in 
order for them to feel a part of the process and not be 
separated out from the rest of the student body. 
A final note: more than half of the respondents made 
the unsolicited comment in passing, when doing the rank 
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ordering from the least-to-most important, that this part 
was very difficult to do because they felt that all the 
items were important to such a process. Although this 
appears to give at least tacit approval of the items 
chosen, this is obviously an area that would need a more 
rigorous investigation before being used in any formal 
process or as needs assessment for any district or school 
wide planning. 
B. Limitations 
The numbers of participants should be expanded and 
attempts made to also achieve a more even distribution from 
different size districts. This would allow for a more 
representative sampling for comparisons in the future and 
allow for certain issues and concerns which may be more 
prevalent in different types of districts. 
This researcher found that access to the smaller 
district's populations was much easier than accessing the 
larger districts. There was a significant amount of 
bureaucracy involved with getting approval from the 
administration to be able to contact the professionals 
sought for this study. This resulted in a limited ability 
to reach school districts which had a higher minority 
population to participate in this study and may explain why 
eighty-four percent of the subjects were Caucasian. The 
number of participants may also explain why the average age 
for the groups as a whole is 42.3 and the average number of 
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years experience is 10.8. This would, on the surface, 
indicate that these people were entering their professions 
later in life since educators often enter right out of 
college (age 22) and would have twenty years experience by 
age forty-two. This could also indicate a change in 
careers or be more a reflection of the kind of person who 
volunteers to participate in studies like this. There 
could be consideration given to a random selection of the 
participants, however, this could require very large 
samples in order to analyze specific demographic 
relationships. The answer to either of these possibilities 
could provide insight into the choices made or at least 
allow for speculation for further investigation. 
C. Future Studies 
Categorization of the items provided different 
results. The use of the dendograms to represent the 
relationship of the items chosen appeared to confirm the 
author's grouping and labeling of the items. Nonetheless, 
the MDS presented a different organizational arrangement of 
the items and the creation of new categories based on 
different perspectives. Future studies should look at how 
the items should be categorized and ask two questions: (a) 
What is the purpose of the categorization process? (b) 
Would it be best to predetermine the relationship or let 
the MDS process yield the relationship(s)? The labels the 
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respondents use may provide support for the category 
heading established through MDS. 
Greater effort needs to be made to involve a more 
evenly dispersed respondent group for each profession 
represented. This may be designed to reflect a particular 
type of school system, such as an urban, suburban, rural, 
high or low minority populations, etc., to name a few 
options. Potential users would need to look at the items 
on this study's survey instrument and decide whether to use 
them, or create another, one which would reflect the needed 
or desired elements for that school or system. 
It would be important to consider where a school(s) or 
system(s) are in the process of addressing the issues 
raised in developing an EMPPSDS. A condition that may or 
may not have had an impact on the final results, but 
obviously influenced a respondents' choices, was whether 
they were looking at these items in relation to what should 
exist or what does exist. In the directions that were read 
to each respondent they were asked to rank-order according 
to what would be needed for an effective multicultural 
pupil personnel service delivery system to exist. However, 
such comments as, "They don't do that here," "This would 
never happen here," or "It should, but they won't do it" 
were heard from a number of participants. These responses 
were actually heard during both activities which becomes 
more evident when you look at some of their category 
labels, e.g., "True - mostly. Not true, Statements true 
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according to this district" (see Appendix K). This is an 
area of any future study that would require the directions 
to be more explicit in separating the present from the 
ideal, depending what your intent is regarding the use of 
the statements. In addition, more than half of the 
respondents made the comment in passing, when doing the 
rank ordering from the least-to-most important, that this 
part was very difficult to do because they felt that all 
the items were important to such a process. 
D. Conclusion 
The data were initially examined with two intentions 
in mind. The first intention was to see how these 
professionals grouped the items and whether there was a 
consistency with the author's interpretation of how those 
items went together. This provided a means of confirming 
the appropriateness of the grouping of the items. Once it 
was determined that there was consistency in the clustering 
of items and their importance was established based on 
whatever criteria were established by the participating 
school/district it could be time to build a needs 
assessment instrument using these items. This instrument 
could then be used by schools/districts to determine their 
areas of strength and weakness and to then plan a future 
direction. 
The second intent was to examine how these 
professionals would rate the importance of these items if 
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they were personally deciding what would happen first, 
second, and so on if an effective multicultural pupil 
personnel service delivery system was the intended outcome. 
As there was little or no similarity in their rankings it 
appeared to confirm the hypothesis of there being little or 
no difference among these professional groups as to how 
they rated the items. This was not the case in the results 
of the MDS. The MDS indicated a significant difference in 
how two of the five groups looked at one of four 
dimensions. Nevertheless, I feel the data available 
indicates that no one group is clearly different than 
another. This may change if greater numbers of respondents 
were used. It may also change if the items were grouped 
more along the lines presented in the MDS, that is, looking 
at the items as they relate to one another rather than 
comparing them to a subjective organization with the 
expectation of eventual implementation of those items into 
developing an EMPPSDS. What this implies is that 
respondents approached the process of categorizing and the 
process of importance ranking from two very different 
perspectives which had nothing to do with what group they 
represented. It would be helpful to understand what the 
respondents were using as a rationale, which was stated at 
the beginning of this chapter because of some of the 
respondents statements when categorizing. 
The significance of this study lies in the ability of 
the decision maker(s) to be able to choose who would be 
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most likely and/or most able to implement a program that 
was designed to improve multicultural awareness/sensitivity 
in the delivery of services. Since the items addressed a 
variety of categories that would need to be examined and 
would effect either an individual school or a school-wide 
plan, it would be important for those responsible to know 
who would be a likely resource to call on in the schools 
involved. Precisely, because there was no clear similarity 
between either individuals or groups, lets the decision 
rest on the best person to do the job rather than the 
particular profession. 
This is a good procedure to use in developing an 
evaluation instrument because it allows staff (faculty, 
administrators, and support personnel) to look at a variety 
of factors effecting the implementation of an EMCPPSDS. It 
asks staff to consider the related factors and determine 
which are necessary for such an approach in their 
school/district and to then decide when these factors 
should begin to be addressed. By addressing the issues 
raised in these statements it provides an opportunity to 
create priorities to address, e.g., staff development, 
community support, etc., and to develop new statements that 
particularly relate to their school/district. 
As indicated earlier in this document this process is 
not concerned with bilingual education or multicultural 
education but is aimed at cultural sensitivity for all 
service providers and others in the school community with a 
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vested interest in meeting the needs of all students. This 
study used two steps in a Q-Sort process, categorizing and 
prioritizing. The latter focuses on the ranking of items 
according to their importance to implementing an EMPPSDS. 
This process offers the most to faculty. It is more 
appropriate because it provides those involved an 
opportunity to reflect on what the ideal is and relate it 
to their own view. They can then look at their own 
school/district and compare what currently exist to what 
they want to see happen. Decision-makers can then proceed 
with creating a time line for addressing the areas of foci. 
The items presented are in no way finite which is why the 
comparison of the priority ranking is so important. The 
comparison allows the participants to analyze their system 
in relation to where they are and where they want to go. 
This also allows them the opportunity to develop items of 
their own to fill in any gaps they may consider present as 
a result of this process. 
This is believed to be a very effective way of 
developing an evaluation instrument by the author. It 
allows the participants the opportunity to examine current 
issues and needs around an issue such a multicultural 
sensitivity and determine for themselves: which issues are 
pertinent to them; what areas are missing and need to be 
considered; and how they want to begin to address these 
areas. 
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This study set out to address two questions regarding 
pupil personnel service professionals' perspectives on 
categorizing and prioritizing a set of statements. It was 
expected that there would be little or no difference 
between the respondents with regard to their perspectives 
toward developing an EMPPSDS. For all intents and purposes 
this has been true. It is the researcher's belief that 
because of the training and experience these respondents 
have had that they (as a whole) look at these items 
similarly. Their training has been intended to make them 
aware of the uniqueness of the individuals with whom they 
work and for whom they are responsible; in other words, 
they are already familiar with issues impacting students 
outside the mainstream. Their focus is on the effects 
students' disabilities have on letting them be included in 
the general education system. This awareness of issues is 
very similar in nature to those that affect the ability of 
a student who also has to contend with multicultural 
issues. As a result, it does appear that the choice of who 
should be instrumental in developing an EMPPSDS would best 
be left to the most competent individual(s). 
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CONSENT FORM 
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My name is William Hickey. I am a doctoral student in 
the Special Education Program in the School of Education at 
the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. 
I. I would like to request your participation in this 
study. You will be asked to categorize and rank order 
statements based on your experiences and perspectives. 
The purpose is to prioritize and categorize statements 
which illustrate an effective multicultural 
perspective of pupil personnel services. 
II. If you decide to participate, you are completely free 
to withdraw consent and discontinue participation at 
any time. Upon completion of the study you will be 
able to review the results. 
III. Any information obtained in connection with this study 
that could identify you will remain confidential and 
will be disclosed only with your permission. Only 
aggregate data will be reported in any publication. 
IV. The results of this study will be reported as part of 
my dissertation initially and possibly journal 
articles in the future. The categories and items that 
result from this study will eventually be used to 
construct an instrument to be used by pupil personnel 
services professionals. 
V. You are free to withdraw without prejudicing your 
relations with the University. 
I have read the above information and agree to 
participate in this study. 
Signature Date 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
In order to interpret your responses I will need some 
background information. All your answers will be completely 
confidential. 
1. Name: 
2 . School: 
3. District: _ 
4. Position/title: _ 
5. Number of years in that position: 
6. Gender: Male: Female: 
7 . Age: _ 
8. Your race/ethnicity: 
Native American _ 
Asian American _ 
African American _ 
Puerto Rican _ 
Other _ 
(Please Add) 
Spanish _ 
Caucasian _ 
Indian _ 
Mexican American 
9. Highest degree earned: _Bachelors _Masters _CAGS 
_Doctorate 
10. Work setting: 
_Elementary 
_Middle School 
_Junior High 
_High School 
_Other:_ 
(Please add) 
11. Approximate racial/ethnic composition of the students in 
your program: (should add up to 100%) 
% Native American _ % African American _ 
% Asian American _ % Mexican American _ 
% Puerto Rican _ % Spanish _ 
% Caucasian _ % Indian _ 
% Other: _ 
(Please add) 
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12. Approximate number of PPS staff who are: 
Native American _ African American _ 
Asian American _ Mexican American _ 
Puerto Rican _ Spanish _ 
Caucasian _ Indian _ 
Other:_ 
(Please add) 
13. Type of School District: 
_Regional 
_Elementary 
_Secondary 
_K-12 
14. Grade levels in your district: _K-12 _7-12 _9-12 
_Other: _ 
(Please add) 
15. Number of students in your district: 
_0-2, 999 
_3;000-5,999 
_6,000-8,999 
_9,000 + 
16 . Approximate racial/ethnic 
in your district: (should 
% Native American _ 
% Asian American _ 
% Puerto Rican _ 
% Caucasian _ 
% Other:_ 
(Please add) 
composition of the student body 
add up to 100%) 
% African American _ 
% Mexican American _ 
% Spanish _ 
% Indian 
17. Approximate racial/ethnic composition of the district 
staff in your district: (should add up to 100%) 
% Native American _ 
% Asian American _ 
% Puerto Rican _ 
% Caucasian _ 
% Other:_ 
(Please add) 
% African American 
% Mexican American 
% Spanish _ 
% Indian 
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Guide to the Author's Categories and Related Item Numbers 
Category Item Numbers Within Each Category 
1. Staff 
Development 
10 - 20 - 24 - 45 - 76 
2. Community 
(School, parents, 
local community) 
25 - 32 - 46 - 71 
3. Cultural 
Awareness 
8-16-18-69-70-75-79-90 
4. Policy 5-23-27-30 
5. Service Delivery 2 - 17 - 36 - 42 - 57 - 61- 84 - 88 - 89 - 92 
6. Curriculum/ 
Materials 
4-6-7-9-15-21-29-38-65-67- 
68 - 80 - 82 - 72 - 86 - 97 
7. Administration 47 - 53 - 64 - 78 - 96 - 99 
8. Identification 34 - 35 - 37 - 43 - 52 - 58 - 94 
Guide to Designated Groups and Their Corresponding Number 
Professional Group Respondent's Number 
1. School Psychologists (4) 4-16-18-22 
2. Resource Room Teachers (7) 1-2-12-17-21-24-31 
3. Guidance Counselors (8) 5-7-8-9-13-15-27- 
32 
4. Administrators (5) 3-6-10-23-25 
5. Speech-Language Pathologists (8) 11 - 14 - 19 - 20 - 26 - 28 - 
29 - 30 
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APPENDIX D 
THE AUTHOR'S CATEGORIES FOR Q-SORT ITEMS 
Item 1. STAFF DEVELOPMENT * Citations 
10 The efforts at school reform in this 
school/district provide for initiatives to address 
pre-service and in-service preparation programs 
for school personnel, regarding the ways different 
cultures and disabilities affect how individuals 
learn. 
ASHA (1992) 
20 PPS staff have attended in-service workshops or 
institutes on multicultural-multiracial approaches 
to education. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.295) 
24 Materials are being developed for in-service 
preparation of special education, bilingual 
education, and general education teachers in 
regard to cross-cultural understanding, primary 
language development, and second language 
acquisition. 
Cegelka et 
al., (1987) 
(p.221) 
45 There are continuing efforts at dissemination of 
information and training on recommended assessment 
procedures and instrumentation for the 
identification and program planning of 
multicultural students with disabilities. 
Cegelka et 
al., (1987) 
(p.226) 
76 Efforts have been made to provide school staff 
with relevant information regarding bilingual and 
special education mandates concerning the 
education of multicultural students with 
disabilities. 
Item 2. COMMUNITY (School, 
Parents, Environment) 
25 Regular and special education teachers, related 
service personnel, parents, and students are 
involved in school building decisions about the 
grouping (ability) of students. 
ASHA 
(1992) 
32 This school has a sense of community which accepts 
the challenge and responsibility for dealing with 
its problems. The values and beliefs of this 
community permeate the entire school body and allow 
change to occur if necessary. 
46 This school has considerable autonomy in determining 
how to address problems and includes teachers, 
parents, students, and community members in its 
decision making process. 
71 Parents, professional personnel, and community 
members have a meaningful role in local decision¬ 
making processes. 
ASHA 
(1992) 
Note: This Appendix contains the categories developed by the author 
for the purpose of organizing the items for comparison and analysis 
with those of the respondents. 
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Item 3. CULTURAL AWARENESS 
8 The full integration of students into the general 
education program is not the result of efforts to 
reduce spending, only an effort to assure the best 
interests of the students. 
ASHA (1992) 
16 The design and implementation of service delivery 
options reflect an understanding of what 
multicultural differences are and what 
implications they have for appropriate services. 
ASHA (1992) 
18 The teaching staff makes a consistent effort to 
promote sound multicultural-multiracial 
relationships in all their contacts with students 
in this school. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.295) 
69 The prevalence rate for identified handicapping 
conditions among multicultural students is no 
different from the prevalence rate for the total 
school population. 
Cegelka et 
al., (1987) 
(p.221) 
70 Students with disabilities, regardless of race or 
ethnic background, are encouraged to seek the 
highest levels of education and/or employment for 
which they are suited. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.301) 
75 Programs, services, resources, and curricular 
opportunities are equitable among local schools. 
ASHA (1992) 
79 The PPS staff is integrated racially and 
ethnically. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.301) 
90 The racial-ethnic composition of the professional 
staff reflects the racial-ethnic balance of the 
community. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.294) 
Item 4. POLICY 
5 There are policies that allow school personnel to 
adjust standards on behalf of multicultural 
students with disabilities. 
ASHA 
(1992) 
23 Your school/district has an educational philosophy 
which has been made public and is used in all 
decisions affecting students and staff. 
27 The policies of the board of education regarding 
multicultural-multiracial approaches to education 
are observed in this school. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.298) 
30 The board of education has published policies 
relating to multicultural-multiracial approaches to 
education in this school. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.298) 
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Item 5. SERVICE DELIVERY 
2 PPS personnel recognize the need for 
multicultural-multiracial approaches to education 
in this school. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.295) 
17 School personnel are prepared and able to use 
different instructional approaches that meet the 
individual needs of all students with 
disabilities. 
ASHA (1992) 
36 School personnel have the expertise to make 
decisions about the educational needs of 
multicultural students with disabilities. 
ASHA (1992) 
42 Multicultural-multiracial approaches are fully 
available to PPS students. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.301) 
57 As a member of the pupil personnel services staff 
you are able to provide the services for which you 
were hired. 
61 Teachers in this school establish standards for 
class work, but also make special efforts to see 
that all students, despite any initial learning 
deficiencies, can achieve those standards. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.295) 
84 Special help in basic skills is provided so that 
all student may succeed in all curriculum areas. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.298) 
88 An interdisciplinary, collaborative perspective is 
maintained between pupil personnel services and 
general education in the design and implementation 
of all service programs. 
ASHA (1992) 
89 The PPS program is an integral part of the 
instructional program and operates on a 
nondiscriminatory basis. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.3 01) 
92 Students are provided special supportive services 
on an integrated basis, in accordance with 
individual needs. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.301) 
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Item 6. IDENTIFICATION (Assessment - 
generally and technically) 
34 Teachers and administrators are sensitive to 
past practices of over-identification and 
inappropriate placement of culturally different 
students for special education services. 
Cegelka, 
Lewis, & 
Rodriguez 
(1987) 
p. 220 
35 Students are placed in programs for the disabled 
on the basis of learning, physical, or 
behavioral deficiencies alone, and not because 
of racially, socially, or culturally conditioned 
factors. 
Banks (1988) 
(p.301) 
37 The design and content of tests and the testing 
process are appropriate to measure the 
educational progress of multicultural students 
with disabilities. 
ASHA (1992) 
43 Higher academic expectations by the 
school/district for all students has led to a 
significant increase in the number of students 
being identified as having disabilities in 
learning. 
ASHA (1992) 
52 Pupil personnel service providers are 
comfortable in their ability to differentiate 
second language acquisition problems from 
learning handicaps. 
Cegelka, 
Lewis, & 
Rodriguez 
(1987) 
p. 220 
58 The procedures commonly used in the screening, 
identification, evaluation, and reevaluation of 
multicultural students with disabilities are 
appropriate for their culture. 
Cegelka et 
al., (1987) 
(p.221) 
94 Teachers and administrators are confident in 
their decisions to refer culturally different 
students for special education services. 
Cegelka, 
Lewis, & 
Rodriguez 
(1987) 
p. 220 
Continued, next page. 
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Item 7. ADMINISTRATION 
47 The administration promotes and supports a 
variety of service delivery options. 
ASHA (1992) 
53 The principal is accessible to minority parents 
wishing to discuss racial, ethnic, and school 
issues. 
Banks (1988) 
64 The principal is committed to the need for 
multicultural-multiracial education in this 
school. 
Banks (1988) 
(p.296) 
78 The principal is accessible to minority students 
wishing to discuss racial, ethnic, and school 
issues. 
Banks (1988) 
(p.296) 
96 The principal regularly reports to the parents 
about the progress of the multicultural- 
multiracial education program in the school. 
Banks (1988) 
(p.296) 
99 The school reform movement in our school/district 
has not influenced the availability of funds for 
pupil personnel service students. 
ASHA (1992) 
Item 8. CURRICULUM/MATERIALS 
4 Special education and related service personnel are 
involved in developing accountability systems, 
designing programs and services, and participating 
in other activities at the local level. 
ASHA 
(1992) 
6 Higher academic expectations by the school/district 
for all students has led to a reduction in the 
variety of curricular options and instructional 
strategies due to the attention paid to meeting 
uniform standards. 
ASHA 
(1992) 
7 Teaching materials for multicultural-multiracial 
education are available in a range of interest 
levels for students. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.300) 
9 Within the last two years significant efforts have 
been made to make the curriculum more pertinent to 
the needs and requirements of non-White students. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.299) 
15 Curriculum materials are continually being reviewed 
in relation to their impact on multicultural- 
multiracial relationships. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.3 00) 
21 Curricular continuity and transition planning are a 
part of educational programs for multicultural 
students with disabilities. 
ASHA 
(1992) 
29 Planning, design, and implementation of curricular 
programs and instructional strategies reflect an 
understanding of multicultural differences and how 
these differences may affect the way individuals 
learn. 
ASHA 
(1992) 
38 There are appropriate educational service options 
available to multicultural students with 
disabilities that go beyond what are available for 
the majority student population. 
65 Within the school's organization, consideration has 
been given to the subtle and overt effects of the 
schedule, grade placement, course requirements, and 
the like, on minority group students. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.297) 
67 Higher academic expectations by the school/district 
for all students has led to an increase in the 
student drop-out rate. 
ASHA 
(1992) 
68 The school's formal curriculum promotes 
multicultural-multiracial approaches to education. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.299) 
72 To a large extent the teaching materials available 
to teachers contribute to and support the school's 
efforts towards multicultural-multiracial approach 
to education. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.300) 
80 The district has developed or acquired appropriate 
curriculum materials that incorporate an 
understanding of the cultural background of disabled 
students and reflect their primary language 
development needs and second language acquisition 
needs. 
Cegelka et 
al. , 
(1987) 
(p.221) 
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82 There are an equitable number of educational 
opportunities available to multicultural students 
with disabilities under a parental choice-driven 
system. 
ASHA (1992) 
86 The school/district has the same high expectation 
and standards for all of its students and provides 
the means necessary to achieve them. 
97 To a large extent the learning materials available 
to students contribute to and support the school's 
efforts towards multicultural-multiracial approach 
to education. 
Banks 
(1988) 
(p.300) 
ASHA Staff, (1992). School reform: Opportunities for excellence and 
equity for individuals with learning disabilities. ASHA, 34, 
49-51. 
Banks, J. A. (1988, 2nd Ed). Multiethnic education: Theory and 
practice. Boston, Allyn & Bacon. 
Cegelka, P. T. (1988). Multicultural considerations. In Lynch, E. W. 
& Lewis, R. B. (Ed's), Exceptional Children and Adults, (545- 
584). Glenville, IL: Scott, Foresman and Company. 
Note: Blank boxes indicate that the author developed the statements as 
a result of information obtained in the literature review and there is 
no specific author to acknowledge for that particular item. 
151 
APPENDIX E 
Q-SORT STATEMENTS IN SEQUENCE: ITEM NUMBERS INCLUDED 
1 
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Q-Sort Statements in Sequence: Item Numbers Included 
Sequence/ 
Item Number Statement 
1 
(Item 23) 
Your school/district has an educational philosophy 
which has been made public and is used in all 
decisions effecting students and staff. 
2 
(Item 57) 
As a member of the pupil personnel services staff 
you are able to provide the services for which you 
were hired. 
3 
(Item 52) 
Pupil personnel service providers are comfortable 
in their ability to differentiate second language 
acquisition problems from learning handicaps. 
4 
(Item 90) 
The racial-ethnic composition of the professional 
staff reflects the racial-ethnic balance of the 
community. 
5 
(Item 20) 
PPS staff have attended in-service workshops or 
institutes on multicultural-multiracial approaches 
to education. 
6 
(Item 2) 
PPS personnel recognize the need for 
multicultural-multiracial approaches to education 
in this school. 
7 
(Item 61) 
Teachers in this school establish standards for 
class work, but also make special efforts to see 
that all students, despite any initial learning 
deficiencies, can achieve those standards. 
8 
(Item 18) 
The teaching staff makes a consistent effort to 
promote sound multicultural-multiracial 
relationships in all their contacts with students 
in this school. 
9 
(Item 53) 
The principal is accessible to minority parents 
wishing to discuss racial, ethnic, and school 
issues. 
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Statement 
Sequence/ 
Item Number 
10 
(Item 78) 
The principal is accessible to minority students 
wishing to discuss racial, ethnic, and school 
issues. 
11 
(Item 96) 
The principal regularly reports to the parents 
about the progress of the multicultural- 
multiracial education program in the school. 
12 
(Item 64) 
The principal is committed to the need for 
multicultural-multiracial education in this 
school. 
13 
(Item 65) 
Within the school's organization, consideration 
has been given to the subtle and overt effects of 
the schedule, grade placement, course 
requirements, and the like, on minority group 
students. 
14 
(Item 30) 
The board of education has published policies 
relating to multicultural-multiracial approaches 
to education in this school. 
15 
(Item 27) 
The policies of the board of education regarding 
multicultural-multiracial approaches to education 
are observed in this school. 
16 
(Item 84) 
Special help in basic skills is provided so that 
all student may succeed in all curriculum areas. 
17 
(Item 9) 
Within the last two years significant efforts have 
been made to make the curriculum more pertinent to 
the needs and requirements of non-White students. 
18 
(Item 68) 
The school's formal curriculum promotes 
multicultural-multiracial approaches to education. 
19 
(Item 7) 
Teaching materials for multicultural-multiracial 
education are available in a range of interest 
levels for students. 
20 
(Item 15) 
Curriculum materials are continually being 
reviewed in relation to their impact on 
multicultural-multiracial relationships. 
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Statement 
Sequence/ 
Item Number 
21 
(Item 97) 
To a large extent the learning materials available 
to students contribute to and support the school's 
efforts towards multicultural-multiracial approach 
to education. 
22 
(Item 72) 
To a large extent the teaching materials available 
to teachers contribute to and support the school's 
efforts towards multicultural-multiracial approach 
to education. 
23 
(Item 89) 
The PPS program is an integral part of the 
instructional program and operates on a 
nondiscriminatory basis. 
24 
(Item 35) 
Students are placed in programs for the disabled 
on the basis of learning, physical, or behavioral 
deficiencies alone, and not because of racially, 
socially, or culturally conditioned factors. 
25 
(Item 79) 
The PPS staff is integrated racially and 
ethnically. 
26 
(Item 92) 
Students are provided special supportive services 
on an integrated basis, in accordance with 
individual needs. 
27 
(Item 42) 
Multicultural-multiracial approaches are fully 
available to PPS students. 
28 
(Item 70) 
Students with disabilities, regardless of race or 
ethnic background, are encouraged to seek the 
highest levels of education and/or employment for 
which they are suited. 
29 
(Item 69) 
The prevalence rate for identified handicapping 
conditions among multicultural students is no 
different from the prevalence rate for the total 
school population. 
30 
(Item 58) 
The procedures commonly used in the screening, 
identification, evaluation, and reevaluation of 
multicultural students with disabilities are 
appropriate for their culture. 
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Statement 
Sequence/ 
Item Number 
31 There are appropriate educational service options 
available to multicultural students with 
(Item 38) disabilities that go beyond what are available for 
the majority student population. 
32 Efforts have been made to provide school staff 
with relevant information regarding bilingual and 
(Item 76) special education mandates concerning the 
education of multicultural students with 
disabilities. 
33 There are continuing efforts at dissemination of 
information and training on recommended assessment 
procedures and instrumentation for the 
(Item 45) identification and program planning of 
multicultural students with disabilities. 
34 Materials are being developed for in-service 
preparation of special education, bilingual 
education, and general education teachers in 
(Item 24) regard to cross-cultural understanding, primary 
language development, and second language 
acquisition. 
35 The district has developed or acquired appropriate 
curriculum materials that incorporate an 
understanding of the cultural background of 
(Item 80) disabled students and reflects their primary 
language development needs and second language 
acquisition needs. 
36 Higher academic expectations by the 
school/district for all students has led to a 
(Item 43) significant increase in the number of students 
being identified as having disabilities in 
learning. 
37 Higher academic expectations by the 
school/district for all students has led to a 
(Item 6) reduction in the variety of curricular options and 
instructional strategies due to the attention paid 
to meeting uniform standards. 
38 
(Item 67) 
Higher academic expectations by the 
school/district for all students has led to an 
increase in the student drop-out rate. 
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Statement 
Sequence/ 
Item Number 
39 
(Item 5) 
There are policies that allow school personnel to 
adjust standards on behalf of multicultural 
students with disabilities. 
40 
(Item 29) 
Planning, design, and implementation of curricular 
programs and instructional strategies reflect an 
understanding of multicultural differences and how 
these differences may affect the way individuals 
learn. 
41 
(Item 21) 
Curricular continuity and transition planning are 
a part of educational programs for multicultural 
students with disabilities. 
42 
(Item 37) 
The design and content of tests and the testing 
process are appropriate to measure the educational 
progress of multicultural students with 
disabilities. 
43 
(Item 25) 
Regular and special education teachers, related 
service personnel, parents, and students are 
involved in school building decisions about the 
grouping (ability) of students. 
44 
(Item 16) 
The design and implementation of service delivery 
options reflect an understanding of what 
multicultural differences are and what 
implications they have for appropriate services. 
45 
(Item 47) 
The administration promotes and supports a variety 
of service delivery options. 
46 
(Item 71_ 
Parents, professional personnel, and community 
members have a meaningful role in local decision¬ 
making processes. 
47 
(Item 75) 
Programs, services, resources, and curricular 
opportunities are equitable among local schools. 
48 
(Item 36) 
School personnel have the expertise to make 
decisions about the educational needs of 
multicultural students with disabilities. 
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Statement 
Sequence/ 
Item Number 
49 
(Item 4) 
Special education and related service personnel 
are involved in developing accountability systems, 
designing programs and services, and participating 
in other activities at the local level. 
50 
(Item 82) 
There are an equitable number of educational 
opportunities available to multicultural students 
with disabilities under a parental choice-driven 
system. 
51 
(Item 99) 
The school reform movement in our school/district 
has not influenced the availability of funds for 
pupil personnel service students. 
52 
(Item 8) 
The full-integration of students into the general 
education program is not the result of efforts to 
reduce spending, only an effort to assure the best 
interests of the students. 
53 
(Item 10) 
The efforts at school reform in this 
school/district provide for initiatives to address 
pre-service and in-service preparation programs 
for school personnel, regarding the ways different 
cultures and disabilities affect how individuals 
learn. 
54 
(Item 17) 
School personnel are prepared and able to use 
different instructional approaches that meet the 
individual needs of all students with 
disabilities. 
55 
(Item 88) 
An interdisciplinary, collaborative perspective is 
maintained between pupil personnel services and 
general education in the design and implementation 
of all service programs. 
56 
(Item 94) 
Teachers and administrators are confident in their 
decisions to refer culturally different students 
for special education services. 
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Statement 
Sequence/ 
Item Number 
57 
(Item 34) 
Teachers and administrators are sensitive to past 
practices of over-identification and inappropriate 
placement of culturally different students for 
special education services. 
58 
(Item 32) 
This school has a sense of community which accepts 
the challenge and responsibility for dealing with 
its problems. The values and beliefs of this 
community permeate the entire school body and 
allow change to occur if necessary. 
59 
(Item 86) 
The school/district has the same high expectation 
and standards for all of its students and provides 
the means necessary to achieve them. 
60 
(Item 46) 
This school has considerable autonomy in 
determining how to address problems and includes 
teachers, parents, students, and community members 
in its decision making process. 
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Q-SORT IMPORTANCE RANKING RESULTS 
FOR ALL RESPONDENTS 
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Q-Sort Importance Ranking Results For All Respondents 
Code Item Number Ranking - Least to Most Important 
No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 8 4 30 75 5 92 84 65 97 57 96 
2 20 46 96 53 75 86 43 52 2 36 42 
3 35 97 36 30 34 9 61 76 5 65 84 
4 57 38 9 6 43 67 52 69 35 89 99 
5 67 43 6 5 89 2 69 21 96 38 70 
6 38 96 43 6 67 46 72 30 99 27 80 
7 9 97 43 67 71 23 76 72 80 24 18 
8 34 38 25 6 67 99 2 52 82 35 90 
9 38 6 99 67 79 90 36 52 80 15 82 
10 23 69 34 45 67 43 96 94 8 42 7 
11 25 30 78 86 6 67 32 18 5 89 70 
12 90 79 25 65 96 32 84 82 53 46 71 
13 35 17 25 30 47 57 61 46 53 2 80 
14 35 20 17 92 52 8 5 69 82 4 89 
15 25 71 32 84 86 18 46 17 57 8 78 
16 25 23 65 6 47 9 68 86 96 30 89 
17 46 47 67 6 23 27 65 75 43 86 30 
18 69 58 7 71 30 76 37 99 9 27 4 
19 6 43 67 25 38 8 7 82 34 99 5 
20 6 67 23 8 99 57 30 47 75 58 42 
21 75 65 5 79 38 69 42 52 82 30 27 
22 18 96 23 6 9 67 65 27 97 25 53 
23 99 38 69 9 10 8 68 67 82 90 79 
24 69 43 67 6 79 38 30 65 23 46 75 
25 18 96 99 25 67 65 32 6 88 43 9 
26 79 61 90 78 47 94 69 36 92 18 30 
27 58 34 42 37 6 67 80 21 82 90 69 
28 4 90 52 46 67 6 70 43 34 9 78 
29 46 37 64 96 78 90 8 36 38 71 21 
30 67 8 99 30 46 6 38 24 45 75 72 
31 82 23 30 27 6 67 80 86 89 47 8 
32 69 90 67 43 99 6 94 38 15 65 96 
Continued 
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Code Item Number Ranking - Least to Most Important 
No. 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
1 46 71 21 82 94 18 53 78 20 38 68 
2 30 71 38 10 97 15 18 16 79 32 5 
3 75 72 38 37 69 78 20 92 82 21 4 
4 20 79 4 88 7 42 92 78 36 34 94 
5 9 78 7 92 46 53 52 36 35 58 79 
6 25 78 9 5 24 4 61 97 18 21 15 
7 65 42 37 25 61 36 30 17 88 99 69 
8 43 27 78 53 23 47 69 80 65 71 79 
9 27 76 57 89 2 7 9 34 30 23 24 
10 57 90 52 6 38 92 68 5 79 65 89 
11 43 21 68 82 34 8 99 75 96 27 16 
12 78 43 6 67 47 15 72 97 7 99 88 
13 92 20 24 78 82 15 75 29 8 23 36 
14 57 25 88 76 10 94 38 45 84 7 72 
15 35 90 89 70 64 75 80 92 72 7 10 
16 21 7 82 71 15 46 20 58 24 5 92 
17 96 53 78 32 94 69 99 21 25 71 4 
18 6 23 75 90 84 67 16 43 24 45 34 
19 4 10 9 94 29 16 21 30 27 69 65 
20 29 10 89 69 2 36 32 70 82 43 27 
21 8 18 99 90 57 89 94 47 76 68 64 
22 78 79 30 90 69 70 43 2 68 5 82 
23 92 94 45 16 35 24 15 42 57 76 72 
24 9 78 90 72 16 37 25 99 82 27 47 
25 4 82 80 72 5 90 94 71 70 7 75 
26 34 84 5 25 45 80 76 27 8 96 89 
27 35 99 8 7 88 47 24 38 84 43 94 
28 53 80 65 79 84 2 10 76 61 82 38 
29 53 20 15 80 23 68 17 9 6 75 25 
30 29 21 94 2 15 4 96 82 78 53 86 
31 75 43 90 96 7 69 57 10 21 5 99 
32 34 79 68 58 9 82 97 72 5 45 20 
Continued 
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Code Item Number Ranking - Least to Most Important 
No. 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 
1 99 89 42 79 25 69 35 36 45 2 34 
2 6 9 72 68 7 23 67 27 64 82 90 
3 80 94 16 68 7 10 17 88 57 46 43 
4 58 37 16 68 18 5 84 17 61 21 65 
5 99 34 76 4 78 61 57 75 20 16 80 
6 23 65 37 75 89 57 34 45 10 84 8 
7 53 79 46 47 70 45 94 8 2 7 82 
8 88 96 86 75 5 92 32 97 94 76 57 
9 75 43 25 16 20 97 64 72 37 5 71 
10 27 75 16 72 58 29 20 97 76 82 37 
11 15 42 71 4 58 69 46 94 52 76 38 
12 75 38 80 45 10 34 69 4 35 9 70 
13 72 43 96 10 45 86 6 67 64 37 84 
14 42 21 47 16 29 97 71 24 75 9 70 
15 15 37 27 61 53 4 97 94 34 42 36 
16 57 27 32 2 45 53 36 17 16 88 4 
17 88 76 37 68 84 16 24 52 29 64 10 
18 15 20 86 57 35 94 42 79 52 36 8 
19 84 80 90 79 32 20 45 24 76 18 15 
20 86 16 35 37 76 52 94 21 38 88 34 
21 78 53 24 6 58 37 2 36 34 20 9 
22 34 99 24 29 61 10 38 20 76 42 71 
23 6 18 70 43 88 7 52 84 29 20 86 
24 53 96 58 92 5 80 10 42 24 97 71 
25 17 38 16 79 69 24 76 84 46 27 2 
26 10 86 9 64 53 24 37 15 16 38 97 
27 97 79 86 45 29 36 10 57 5 68 46 
28 23 30 89 42 29 32 71 35 16 21 72 
29 58 67 99 79 16 5 27 97 42 65 7 
30 79 23 97 69 47 35 27 80 37 20 71 
31 38 2 36 94 42 20 61 4 97 68 84 
32 23 89 29 21 61 78 7 53 76 32 84 
Continued 
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Code Item Number Ranking - Least to Most Important 
No. 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 
1 27 16 9 80 58 17 76 10 23 88 47 7 
2 47 99 78 65 8 61 89 76 88 29 80 24 
3 27 99 52 18 90 79 2 89 67 6 45 42 
4 72 97 15 8 90 45 10 76 2 80 24 29 
5 86 42 64 65 37 97 88 47 90 71 72 45 
6 20 79 68 94 90 82 2 76 16 47 53 71 
7 27 34 96 10 64 20 68 15 21 29 38 90 
8 70 68 30 10 21 29 8 64 15 9 4 46 
9 32 58 29 68 88 45 96 53 65 10 42 69 
10 21 47 30 86 25 80 70 46 78 9 2 53 
11 23 90 79 2 53 36 17 61 29 97 65 9 
12 20 42 21 57 64 29 94 58 37 52 16 92 
13 7 88 4 21 70 5 65 71 9 69 52 16 
14 80 18 58 6 68 30 96 15 78 64 32 53 
15 58 9 23 6 45 88 16 52 82 29 47 24 
16 99 8 69 42 52 61 76 37 35 80 97 84 
17 18 79 90 38 9 15 45 58 97 2 34 7 
18 80 72 68 18 46 25 78 29 82 5 2 17 
19 72 97 75 42 36 58 37 35 52 53 78 96 
20 72 68 9 92 24 97 46 65 4 90 20 17 
21 45 96 86 70 35 25 4 46 21 71 10 23 
22 15 72 32 8 75 4 64 86 36 7 94 46 
23 21 80 97 25 96 30 71 89 32 23 27 34 
24 2 20 68 76 61 89 45 32 29 8 84 7 
25 42 89 53 8 47 21 23 57 58 61 45 78 
26 7 58 88 6 72 71 35 29 46 75 23 68 
27 70 92 32 2 71 76 78 18 61 23 16 9 
28 15 86 96 94 58 20 69 45 7 97 5 27 
29 82 4 45 61 72 88 52 2 24 10 30 43 
30 65 89 5 32 70 61 36 92 25 58 17 9 
31 76 15 79 16 92 52 9 34 53 78 25 46 
32 46 24 10 27 35 2 75 4 17 16 18 52 
Continued 
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13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
Item Number Ranking - Least to Most Important 
46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 
24 37 90 52 15 72 67 6 64 61 43 
21 70 34 69 4 92 94 17 25 58 45 
23 53 96 47 58 25 15 24 29 32 71 
23 75 64 96 47 46 82 25 53 32 86 
30 27 84 82 15 94 68 24 18 23 32 
42 7 64 70 92 69 58 29 36 32 88 
75 84 35 58 16 4 5 52 89 32 86 
17 24 72 16 84 18 42 7 20 89 36 
61 17 92 21 35 46 47 4 18 86 94 
35 18 24 84 10 88 71 32 15 64 61 
47 24 20 45 92 10 88 80 72 64 37 
2 5 89 8 61 68 24 76 18 23 86 
68 18 89 94 58 97 76 34 32 79 90 
43 67 37 34 86 61 2 23 36 90 27 
43 67 20 21 65 76 38 96 79 5 69 
72 18 78 38 94 43 67 79 90 34 64 
36 20 5 70 61 80 42 89 82 17 57 
64 53 96 88 10 47 89 97 21 65 32 
64 46 23 71 68 47 92 89 2 57 61 
96 5 79 45 18 15 25 61 64 71 7 
92 17 16 97 61 32 7 15 72 43 67 
47 16 52 89 88 92 84 80 45 35 17 
17 5 47 65 58 75 4 37 2 64 61 
35 34 36 64 15 21 88 18 4 70 86 
30 37 10 29 97 36 34 52 20 86 64 
52 2 32 65 42 43 21 20 99 57 82 
27 52 20 65 25 17 96 53 75 4 30 
8 75 37 47 17 88 25 36 24 57 64 
34 18 29 84 32 76 86 89 92 35 94 
64 84 52 90 16 10 42 76 43 88 18 
70 17 37 65 58 35 88 29 45 32 64 
47 92 30 71 64 42 25 88 80 36 8 
Continued 
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Code Item Number Ranking - Least to Most Important 
No. 57 58 59 60 
1 32 70 86 29 
2 37 35 84 57 
3 86 8 70 64 
4 71 70 30 27 
5 25 10 29 17 
6 17 52 35 86 
7 6 92 78 57 
8 45 37 58 61 
9 84 70 78 8 
10 17 4 36 99 
11 84 7 35 57 
12 30 27 36 17 
13 99 27 38 42 
14 79 46 99 65 
15 99 2 68 30 
16 29 70 10 75 
17 92 35 8 72 
18 61 70 92 38 
19 86 70 17 88 
20 80 84 78 53 
21 88 84 29 80 
22 21 37 58 57 
23 46 36 78 53 
24 57 52 94 17 
25 68 15 92 35 
26 70 67 17 4 
27 72 15 64 89 
28 18 92 68 99 
29 70 47 69 57 
30 34 57 7 68 
31 18 71 24 72 
32 86 70 57 37 
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APPENDIX G 
RANK ORDERING FOR IMPORTANCE BY EACH GROUP 
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APPENDIX H 
RESPONDENTS' CHOICES FOR EACH LEVEL OF 
IMPORTANCE BY PROFESSIONAL GROUP 
Respondents' Choices For Each Level Of Importance 
By Professional Group 
GROUP 1 - School Psychologists (4) 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
2 1 1 2 4 
4 2 1 1 4 
5 2 1 1 4 
6 3 1 4 
7 1 1 1 1 4 
8 2 2 4 
9 3 1 4 
10 1 1 1 1 4 
15 2 2 4 
16 1 2 1 4 
17 2 1 1 4 
18 1 1 1 1 4 
20 1 2 1 4 
21 1 1 1 1 4 
23 2 1 1 4 
24 2 1 1 4 
25 1 I 1 1 4 
27 2 1 1 4 
29 1 2 1 4 
30 1 2 1 4 
32 2 2 4 
34 3 1 4 
35 1 1 1 1 4 
36 1 2 1 4 
37 1 1 1 1 4 
38 1 1 1 1 4 
42 1 2 1 4 
43 1 2 1 4 
45 1 1 1 1 4 
46 1 2 1 4 
47 1 3 4 
52 1 1 1 1 4 
53 1 1 2 4 
57 1 1 1 1 4 
58 1 2 1 4 
61 2 1 1 4 
Continued 
Note: This Appendix presents 5 tabies, each of which provides a breakdown of how each item 
was ranked by each of the five participating groups. The number in parenthesis following the 
group label refers to the number of respondents in that particular group. 
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GROUP 1 - School Psychologists (4) 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
64 1 2 1 4 
65 1 1 1 1 4 
67 2 1 1 4 
68 1 1 2 4 
69 1 1 1 1 4 
70 1 3 4 
71 1 1 1 1 4 
72 3 1 4 
75 1 1 1 1 4 
76 1 1 2 4 
78 1 1 1 1 4 
79 2 1 1 4 
80 1 2 1 4 
82 1 1 1 1 4 
84 1 1 1 1 4 
86 1 1 1 1 4 
88 1 1 2 4 
89 2 2 4 
90 2 1 1 4 
92 2 1 1 4 
94 1 1 1 1 4 
96 1 1 2 4 
97 1 1 1 1 4 
99 2 1 1 4 
GROUP 2 - Resource Room Teacher (7) 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
2 1 1 3 1 1 7 
4 1 1 2 1 2 7 
5 2 2 1 2 7 
6 3 1 1 1 1 7 
7 2 1 3 1 7 
8 1 2 2 1 1 7 
9 1 1 3 2 7 
10 1 l 3 2 7 
15 2 1 1 3 7 
16 2 2 2 1 7 
Continued 
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GROUP 2 - Resource Room Teacher (7) 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
17 1 3 3 7 
18 1 2 1 2 1 7 
20 1 1 4 1 7 
21 1 2 1 1 2 7 
23 2 1 1 2 1 7 
24 3 1 2 1 7 
25 1 2 1 2 1 7 
27 2 1 1 2 1 7 
29 1 3 1 2 7 
30 2 4 1 7 
32 1 1 1 1 1 2 7 
34 3 2 2 7 
35 2 1 2 2 7 
36 1 3 2 1 7 
37 1 2 1 2 1 7 
38 2 1 3 1 7 
42 2 4 1 7 
43 1 4 2 7 
45 3 2 1 1 7 
46 2 3 2 7 
47 1 1 3 1 1 7 
52 2 1 2 1 1 7 
53 1 2 3 1 7 
57 1 2 1 3 7 
58 2 3 1 1 7 
61 1 2 3 1 7 
64 1 2 1 2 1 7 
65 2 3 1 1 7 
67 3 1 1 1 1 7 
68 2 4 1 7 
69 2 2 2 1 7 
70 1 1 3 2 7 
71 3 1 1 1 1 7 
72 1 1 1 2 2 7 
75 3 3 1 7 
76 2 1 3 1 7 
78 3 2 1 1 7 
79 3 1 3 7 
80 1 2 2 1 1 7 
82 1 3 1 1 1 7 
84 2 2 1 2 7 
Continued 
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GROUP 2 - Resource Room Teacher (7) 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
86 1 2 1 3 7 
88 2 2 2 1 7 
89 1 2 2 2 7 
90 I 3 2 1 7 
92 1 1 2 2 1 7 
94 3 1 1 1 1 7 
96 2 3 1 1 7 
97 1 2 2 1 1 7 
99 1 5 1 7 
GROUP 3 - Guidance (8) 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
2 1 2 1 1 2 1 8 
4 3 2 2 1 8 
5 1 1 3 1 1 1 8 
6 5 1 1 1 8 
7 2 2 3 1 8 
8 2 1 2 1 2 8 
9 1 1 2 1 3 8 
10 1 3 3 1 8 
15 2 2 2 1 1 8 
16 2 4 2 8 
17 1 1 1 1 3 1 8 
18 1 1 2 4 8 
20 1 1 2 1 3 8 
21 2 1 3 2 8 
23 1 4 1 1 1 8 
24 2 2 1 1 2 8 
25 3 1 1 2 1 8 
27 2 2 1 2 1 8 
29 1 3 3 1 8 
30 1 2 1 2 2 8 
32 1 4 1 2 8 
34 2 1 2 2 1 8 
35 1 3 1 1 2 8 
36 1 3 2 2 8 
37 1 1 1 2 1 2 8 
38 2 2 1 1 1 1 8 
Continued 
GROUP 3 - Guidance (8) 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
42 1 1 2 1 2 1 8 
43 3 1 3 1 8 
45 1 3 3 1 8 
46 2 1 3 1 1 8 
47 1 2 1 2 2 8 
52 2 1 3 2 8 
53 1 1 2 2 1 1 8 
57 1 2 3 2 8 
58 1 1 1 2 2 1 8 
61 1 1 3 1 1 1 8 
64 1 3 2 1 1 8 
65 2 1 3 2 8 
67 6 1 1 8 
68 1 2 2 2 1 8 
69 1 2 2 2 1 8 
70 2 3 1 2 8 
71 2 1 1 3 1 8 
72 1 3 1 1 1 1 8 
75 3 2 1 2 8 
76 2 3 1 2 8 
78 4 1 1 2 8 
79 1 1 4 1 1 8 
80 4 2 1 1 8 
82 3 2 1 1 1 8 
84 1 1 2 3 1 8 
86 1 4 3 8 
88 3 1 3 1 8 
89 1 2 1 2 2 8 
90 2 3 2 1 8 
92 2 1 2 2 1 8 
94 1 1 3 2 1 8 
96 2 1 2 1 2 8 
97 1 2 3 1 1 8 
99 3 1 2 2 8 
Continued 
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GROUP 4 - Administration (5) 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
2 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
15 
16 
17 
18 
20 
21 
23 
24 
25 
27 
29 
30 
32 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
42 
43 
45 
46 
47 
52 
53 
57 
58 
61 
64 
65 
67 
68 
69 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
1 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
Continued 
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GROUP 4 - Administration (5) 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 | 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
70 1 1 1 1 1 5 
71 1 2 1 1 5 
72 3 1 1 5 
75 1 2 1 1 5 
76 1 1 2 1 5 
78 1 1 2 1 5 
79 1 1 2 1 5 
80 2 1 1 1 5 
82 2 1 1 1 5 
84 1 3 1 5 
86 1 1 3 5 
88 1 2 1 1 5 
89 1 2 2 5 
90 2 1 2 5 
92 1 2 1 1 5 
94 2 2 1 5 
96 2 1 1 1 5 
97 1 1 2 1 5 
99 2 1 1 1 5 
GROUP 5 - Speech-Language Pathologists (8) 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
2 1 2 2 3 8 
4 1 2 1 2 1 1 8 
5 4 2 1 1 8 
6 5 1 2 8 
7 1 1 2 1 3 8 
8 4 1 2 1 8 
9 2 1 3 2 8 
10 2 3 1 2 8 
15 1 2 3 1 1 8 
16 3 4 1 8 
17 1 1 3 1 2 8 
18 2 2 2 2 8 
20 1 1 2 2 2 8 
21 3 2 2 1 8 
23 1 3 1 1 2 8 
24 1 3 2 2 8 
Continued 
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GROUP 5 - Speech-Language Pathologists (8) 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
25 2 2 1 1 2 8 
27 4 2 1 1 8 
29 2 1 2 2 1 8 
30 2 2 2 2 8 
32 1 1 2 2 2 8 
34 3 1 1 2 1 8 
35 1 3 2 2 8 
36 2 1 3 2 8 
37 1 3 1 2 1 8 
38 1 2 2 3 8 
42 1 2 2 1 2 8 
43 1 2 1 1 3 8 
45 1 2 2 1 2 8 
46 3 1 2 1 1 8 
47 1 1 2 3 1 8 
52 2 2 2 2 8 
53 2 1 1 3 1 8 
57 1 1 6 8 
58 1 1 3 3 8 
61 1 1 3 2 1 8 
64 1 1 1 3 2 8 
65 1 1 2 2 1 1 8 
67 5 1 1 1 8 
68 1 1 1 2 1 2 8 
69 3 1 2 1 1 8 
70 2 1 1 1 3 8 
71 1 4 1 1 1 8 
72 1 1 3 2 1 8 
75 2 2 2 1 1 8 
76 1 2 3 2 8 
78 3 1 1 2 1 8 
79 1 1 1 3 1 1 8 
80 2 2 2 1 1 8 
82 3 3 1 1 8 
84 1 3 2 2 8 
86 1 3 1 2 1 8 
88 1 ** 2 1 2 2 8 
89 3 1 2 2 8 
90 3 2 1 1 1 8 
92 1 1 2 3 1 8 
94 1 2 1 2 1 1 8 
96 1 3 1 2 1 8 
97 5 3 8 
99 2 1 1 1 1 2 8 
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APPENDIX I 
10 MOST FREQUENTLY CHOSEN ITEMS 
BY EACH GROUP 
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The 10 Most Frequently Chosen Items By Each Group 
For Each Of The 7 Rating Levels Of Importance 
Rating Level 1 (1-6) 
10 Most GROUPS 
Frequent 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
67 2 3 6 3 5 19 
6 3 3 5 1 4 16 
25 1 1 3 1 2 8 
38 1 2 2 2 1 8 
46 2 1 2 3 8 
23 2 2 1 1 1 7 
30 1 2 1 1 2 7 
99 3 2 2 7 
8 1 1 4 6 
9 3 1 2 6 
Rating Level 3 (16- 24) 
10 Most GROUPS 
Frequent 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
15 2 2 2 2 2 10 
99 1 5 2 1 9 
23 4 1 3 8 
38 3 1 2 2 8 
75 1 3 2 2 8 
82 1 1 2 1 3 8 
94 1 3 1 2 1 8 
5 2 2 1 2 7 
7 1 2 2 1 1 7 
27 1 1 1 4 7 
Rating Level 2 (7-15) 
10 Most 
Frequent 
GROUPS 
1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
82 1 3 3 3 3 13 
78 1 3 4 1 1 10 
90 2 3 3 2 10 
80 1 4 2 2 9 
30 2 4 1 1 8 
43 4 1 1 2 8 
89 2 1 2 3 8 
9 1 1 1 2 2 7 
21 1 1 2 3 7 
! 65 1 3 2 1 7 
Rating Level 4 (25 - 36) 
10 Most 
Frequent 
GROUPS 
1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
16 2 2 2 3 4 13 
97 1 2 3 2 5 13 
20 1 4 2 3 2 12 
42 2 4 2 1 2 11 
68 2 4 2 2 1 11 
45 1 3 3 1 2 10 
76 1 1 3 2 3 10 
10 1 3 3 2 9 
24 1 3 1 1 3 9 
29 1 1 3 2 2 9 
Note: This Table represents the 10 most frequently chosen items by each of the 
groups for each of the different levels of importance. There are seven levels, 
1 being the least important and 7 being the most important. Item 1 in Level 1 
is the least important and item 60 is the most important item in level 7. 
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Rating Level 5 (37-45) Rating Level 6 (46-54) 
10 Most 
Frequent 
GROUPS 
1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
2 2 1 2 3 2 10 
29 2 3 3 2 10 
45 1 2 3 2 1 9 
9 2 3 1 2 8 
46 2 2 1 1 2 8 
52 1 2 3 2 8 
61 1 2 1 1 3 8 
10 1 2 3 1 7 
16 2 4 1 7 
53 1 1 2 3 7 
10 Most 
Frequent 
GROUPS 
1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
18 1 2 4 1 2 10 
47 3 2 2 3 10 
64 2 2 1 1 3 9 
92 1 2 2 1 3 9 
17 3 3 1 1 8 
52 1 1 3 1 2 8 
88 2 2 1 1 2 8 
89 2 2 2 2 8 
15 3 1 2 1 7 
20 1 3 1 2 7 
Rating Level 7 (55 - 60) 
10 Most 
Frequent 
GROUPS 
1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
57 l 3 2 6 12 
70 3 2 2 1 3 11 
86 1 3 3 3 1 11 
17 1 3 1 2 2 9 
64 1 1 1 4 2 9 
32 2 2 2 2 8 
35 1 2 2 2 7 
61 1 1 1 2 1 6 
36 1 2 2 5 
37 1 1 2 1 5 
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APPENDIX J 
ITEMS CHOSEN BY ALL GROUPS AT EACH LEVEL 
OF IMPORTANCE AND THE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE 
Items Chosen By All Groups At Each Level Of Importance 
And The Frequency of Occurence 
Items Chosen By Importance 1 -6 Items Chosen By Importance 1-6 
GROUP GROUP 
ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
67 2 3 6 3 5 19 32 l l 2 
6 3 3 5 1 4 16 37 l l 2 
25 1 1 3 1 2 8 52 2 2 
38 1 2 2 2 1 8 58 1 l 2 
46 2 1 2 3 8 92 l 1 2 
23 2 2 1 1 1 7 97 l 1 2 
30 1 2 1 1 2 7 2 l 1 
99 3 2 2 7 7 1 1 
8 1 1 4 6 10 l 1 
9 3 1 2 6 36 l 1 
43 1 1 2 1 1 6 42 l 1 
69 1 2 1 2 6 45 l 1 
90 1 2 3 6 53 l 1 
96 1 2 2 1 6 61 1 1 
79 3 1 1 5 64 1 1 
5 2 1 1 4 76 1 1 
34 2 2 4 82 l 1 
47 1 1 1 1 4 84 l 1 
65 1 2 1 4 89 l 1 
18 1 1 1 3 94 1 1 
35 1 1 1 3 15 0 
57 1 1 1 3 16 0 
71 1 2 3 21 0 
75 3 3 24 0 
78 3 3 29 0 
86 1 1 1 3 68 0 
4 1 1 2 70 0 
17 1 1 2 72 0 
20 1 1 2 80 0 
27 2 2 88 0 
Note: This data represents each group’s item choice regarding the level 
of importance that item is perceived to have and lists those choices 
in ascending order as to the frequency that that item is chosen. 
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Items Chosen By Importance 7-15 
GROUP 
ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAI 
82 1 3 3 3 3 13 
78 1 3 4 1 1 10 
90 2 3 3 2 10 
80 1 4 2 2 9 
30 2 4 1 1 8 
43 4 1 1 2 8 
89 2 1 2 3 8 
9 1 1 1 2 2 7 
21 1 1 2 3 7 
65 1 3 2 1 7 
75 1 3 1 2 7 
96 1 3 2 1 7 
5 2 4 6 
8 2 2 1 1 6 
27 2 1 2 1 6 
52 1 2 2 1 6 
53 1 2 1 2 6 
69 1 2 3 6 
72 1 1 3 1 6 
99 2 1 1 1 1 6 
4 2 1 2 5 
7 1 2 1 1 5 
25 1 1 1 2 5 
35 1 4 5 
38 1 2 2 5 
42 2 1 1 1 5 
46 3 2 5 
57 1 2 1 1 5 
70 2 3 5 
79 2 1 1 1 5 
Items Chosen By Importance 7-15 
GROUP 
ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
94 l 2 2 5 
2 l 2 1 4 
6 1 l 2 4 
18 l 1 2 4 
32 l 1 2 4 
34 1 3 4 
36 l 1 2 4 
68 1 1 1 1 4 
71 1 3 4 
76 2 1 1 4 
84 2 1 1 4 
92 2 1 1 4 
10 1 2 3 
15 2 1 3 
20 1 1 1 3 
24 2 1 3 
37 1 1 1 3 
86 1 2 3 
88 1 1 1 3 
23 1 1 2 
29 2 2 
47 1 1 2 
58 1 1 2 
61 1 1 2 
67 1 1 2 
97 1 1 2 
16 1 1 
17 1 1 
45 1 1 
64 1 1 
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Items Chosen By Importance 16-24 Items Chosen By Importance 16-24 
GROUP GROUP 
ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
15 2 2 2 2 2 10 89 2 l 1 l 5 
99 1 5 2 1 9 92 2 l 2 5 
23 4 1 3 8 96 1 l 3 5 
38 3 1 2 2 8 97 2 2 1 5 
75 1 3 2 2 8 4 1 2 1 4 
82 1 1 2 1 3 8 9 1 2 1 4 
94 1 3 1 2 1 8 18 2 2 4 
5 2 2 1 2 7 30 2 2 4 
7 1 2 2 1 1 7 42 1 1 2 4 
27 1 1 1 4 7 45 1 1 2 4 
69 1 2 2 1 1 7 57 1 2 1 4 
79 1 4 1 1 7 58 2 1 1 4 
16 1 2 3 6 65 1 2 1 4 
21 2 2 2 6 6 1 1 1 3 
24 2 2 2 6 8 1 2 3 
34 3 ' 2 1 6 17 1 1 1 3 
43 2 3 1 6 25 2 1 3 
53 3 2 1 6 37 1 1 1 3 
72 1 3 1 1 6 61 1 1 1 3 
2 1 1 1 2 5 70 1 1 1 3 
10 1 1 3 5 71 1 1 1 3 
20 2 1 1 1 5 86 3 3 
36 1 3 1 5 29 1 1 2 
47 3 2 5 32 1 1 2 
68 1 2 1 1 5 35 1 1 2 
76 2 1 2 5 46 1 1 2 
78 1 2 1 1 5 64 1 1 2 
80 2 1 2 5 67 1 1 2 
84 1 1 3 5 52 1 1 
88 2 3 5 90 1 1 
1 
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Items Chosen By Importance 25-36 
GROUP 
ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAI 
16 2 2 2 3 4 13 
97 1 2 3 2 5 13 
20 1 4 2 3 2 12 
42 2 4 2 1 2 11 
68 2 4 2 2 1 11 
45 1 3 3 1 2 10 
76 1 1 3 2 3 10 
10 1 3 3 2 9 
24 1 3 1 1 3 9 
29 1 1 3 2 2 9 
37 2 2 2 3 9 
72 3 1 1 1 3 9 
79 1 3 2 3 9 
4 1 2 3 2 8 
7 1 3 2 2 8 
27 2 2 2 2 8 
32 2 4 2 8 
58 2 2 1 3 8 
84 1 2 2 3 8 
86 1 1 4 1 1 8 
5 1 1 3 2 7 
9 3 1 3 7 
21 1 1 1 2 2 7 
34 3 2 1 1 7 
36 2 3 2 7 
71 1 1 1 4 7 
80 1 2 1 1 2 7 
94 1 1 3 2 7 
2 3 1 1 1 6 
15 2 1 3 6 
Items Chosen By Importance 25-36 
GROUP 
ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
35 1 2 3 6 
46 3 2 1 6 
52 1 1 2 2 6 
57 1 3 2 6 
61 2 1 3 6 
64 2 3 1 6 
69 1 2 1 2 6 
70 1 3 1 1 6 
88 1 1 2 2 6 
8 2 2 1 5 
47 1 1 1 2 5 
53 1 2 1 1 5 
75 2 1 2 5 
18 1 1 2 4 
38 1 3 4 
82 1 1 1 1 4 
89 2 2 4 
90 2 2 4 
96 1 2 1 4 
99 1 1 1 1 4 
17 2 1 3 
23 1 1 1 3 
65 1 2 3 
92 1 2 3 
6 1 1 2 
25 1 1 2 
30 1 1 2 
43 2 2 
67 1 1 2 
78 1 1 2 
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Items Chosen By Importance 37-45 Items Chosen By Importance 37-45 
GROUP GROUP 
ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAI ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
2 2 l 2 3 2 10 6 l l 2 4 
29 2 3 3 2 10 15 l 2 1 4 
45 1 2 3 2 1 9 18 1 2 l 4 
9 2 3 1 2 8 32 l l 2 4 
46 2 2 1 1 2 8 36 1 3 4 
52 1 2 3 2 8 37 1 l 1 1 4 
61 1 2 1 1 3 8 42 1 1 1 1 4 
10 1 2 3 1 7 68 2 2 4 
16 2 4 1 7 70 l 1 1 1 4 
53 1 1 2 3 7 89 2 2 4 
58 3 1 3 7 92 2 2 4 
71 1 3 2 1 7 94 1 1 1 1 4 
76 2 3 1 1 7 96 1 1 2 4 
78 1 1 1 2 2 7 5 1 1 1 3 
8 2 2 1 1 6 20 1 2 3 
17 1 1 1 3 6 27 1 1 1 3 
23 2 1 2 1 6 30 1 2 3 
25 1 2 2 1 6 34 2 1 3 
65 1 3 2 6 69 2 1 3 
88 2 3 1 6 72 1 2 3 
90 1 2 2 1 6 75 1 1 1 3 
97 1 1 1 3 6 82 1 1 1 3 
4 1 1 2 1 5 38 1 1 2 
7 1 3 1 5 57 1 1 2 
21 I 3 1 5 84 1 1 2 
24 1 1 1 2 5 86 1 1 2 
35 1 1 1 2 5 43 1 1 
47 1 2 2 5 67 1 1 
64 1 1 2 1 5 79 1 1 
80 2 2 1 5 99 0 
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Items Chosen By Importance 46-54 
GROUP 
ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAI 
18 1 2 4 l 2 10 
47 3 2 2 3 10 
64 2 2 1 1 3 9 
92 1 2 2 1 3 9 
17 3 3 1 1 8 
52 1 1 3 1 2 8 
88 2 2 1 1 2 8 
89 2 2 2 2 8 
15 3 1 2 1 7 
20 1 3 1 2 7 
24 2 2 1 2 7 
25 1 1 2 1 2 7 
34 2 1 2 2 7 
42 1 2 2 2 7 
84 1 3 1 2 7 
21 1 2 2 1 6 
36 2 2 2 6 
37 2 2 2 6 
58 1 2 3 6 
61 3 1 2 6 
96 2 2 1 1 6 
2 1 1 3 5 
4 2 2 1 5 
5 2 1 1 1 5 
10 1 2 2 5 
16 1 1 2 1 5 
32 1 1 1 2 5 
35 2 2 1 5 
43 1 1 3 5 
65 1 2 1 1 5 
Items Chosen By Importance 46-54 
GROUP 
ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 
72 1 2 l - l 5 
75 1 2 1 l 5 
76 1 2 2 5 
23 1 1 2 4 
29 1 2 1 4 
45 1 1 2 4 
67 1 1 1 1 4 
68 1 2 1 4 
71 1 1 1 1 4 
80 1 1 1 1 4 
94 1 1 2 4 
97 1 1 1 1 4 
7 1 1 1 3 
30 2 1 3 
46 1 1 1 3 
53 2 1 3 
70 2 1 3 
79 1 1 1 3 
82 1 1 1 3 
90 1 1 1 3 
8 1 1 2 
27 2 2 
38 1 1 2 
69 1 1 2 
86 2 2 
6 1 1 
78 1 1 
99 1 1 
9 0 
57 0 
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Items Chosen By Importance 55-60 Items Chosen By Importance 55-60 - Continued 
GROUP GROUP 
ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAI ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAI 
57 1 3 2 6 12 34 1 l 2 
70 3 2 2 l 3 11 38 1 l 2 
86 1 3 3 3 1 11 43 2 2 
17 1 3 1 2 2 9 45 1 l 2 
64 1 1 1 4 2 9 46 l l 2 
32 2 2 2 2 8 52 1 l 2 
35 1 2 2 2 7 53 l l 2 
61 1 1 1 2 1 6 65 1 l 2 
36 1 2 2 5 67 1 l 2 
37 1 1 2 1 5 69 l l 2 
84 2 1 2 5 79 l l 2 
92 1 1 1 1 1 5 80 1 l 2 
99 2 1 2 5 89 2 2 
8 1 2 1 4 90 1 l 2 
27 1 1 1 1 4 2 1 1 
29 1 2 1 4 5 1 1 
30 1 1 2 4 6 1 1 
68 1 1 2 4 21 1 1 
71 1 1 1 1 4 24 1 1 
78 2 1 1 4 25 1 1 
88 1 1 2 4 42 1 1 
4 1 1 1 3 47 l 1 
7 3 3 75 1 1 
18 1 2 3 82 l 1 
58 1 1 1 3 9 0 
72 2 1 3 16 0 
94 1 1 1 3 20 0 
10 1 1 2 76 0 
15 1 1 2 96 0 
23 1 1 2 97 0 
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APPENDIX K 
LIST OF THE CATEGORIES DEVELOPED BY EACH 
RESPONDENT AND THEIR CHOICE OF ITEM 
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APPENDIX L 
EIGENVALUES 
Eigenvalues 
6 - □ 
5 - 
4 - 
c 
3 - 
2 - 5% 
3 3 3 -a 3 
1 * 
o  
0 0.5 1 1.5 
Note: The graph above represents the long tailed distribution for the 
eigenvalues after factor analvsis. Because of the dispersal pattern only 
about a third of the variance is explained by the fust few dimensions. 
APPENDIX M 
DENDOGRAMS 
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APPENDIX N 
10 MOST FREQUENTLY CHOSEN ITEMS IN THE 7 LEVELS OF 
IMPORTANCE 
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10 MOST FREQUENTLY CHOSEN ITEMS IN THE 7 LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE 
Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 1 to 6 7 to 15 16 to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 TOTAL 
2 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
15 
16 
17 
18 
20 
21 
23 
24 
25 
27 
29 
30 
32 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
42 
43 
45 
46 
47 
52 
53 
57 
58 
10 
7 
16 
6 
6 
10 
9 
13 
8 
7 
12 
8 
10 
7 
7 
8 
8 
7 
10 
8 
8 
7 
5 
5 
8 8 
8 
11 
10 
8 
9 
8 
8 
7 
10 
8 
12 
10 
0 
7 
16 
7 
6 
21 
16 
17 
20 
17 
10 
19 
7 
15 
9 
8 
7 
19 
15 
8 
0 
7 
5 
5 
16 
11 
8 
19 
16 
10 
16 
7 
12 
0 
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Least to Most Important Items 
ITEMS 
61 
64 
65 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
75 
76 
78 
79 
80 
82 
84 
86 
88 
89 
90 
92 
94 
96 
97 
99 
1 to 6 7 to 15 16 
19 
7 
10 
9 
13 
8 
10 
7 
to 24 25 to 36 37 to 45 46 to 54 55 to 60 
8 
11 
11 
8 
10 
8 
8 
9 
13 
11 
8 
8 
9 
TOTAL 
18 
7 
19 
11 
0 
11 
0 
0 
8 
10 
10 
0 
9 
21 
0 
11 
8 
16 
10 
9 
8 
0 
13 
16 
Note: This table represents the 10 most frequently chosen 
items for each of the 7 seven levels of importance in 
total. This provides an indication of the range of 
importance a particular item may take and the number of 
times it is chosen at one or more of the levels of 
importance. This in turn gives information on the priority 
for implementation that respondents felt that item 
represented. 
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ITEM PAIRING FOUND IN THE DENDOGRAMS UP TO LEVEL 4.2 FOR 
EACH OF THE PROFESSIONAL GROUPS AND ALL GROUPS COMBINED 
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The following tables represent the findings of the 
dendograms found in Appendix M. Six dendograms were 
created, one for each of the professional groups and one 
that combined the results of all the groups. The purpose 
was to reveal the frequency which items were paired/grouped 
together by these groups and if they supported the 
categories the author had assembled them under. The Level 
in the table refers to the distance between items. The 
higher the level the greater the distance between pairing 
and hence the more dissimilar the items are consided to be, 
for example, items found clustered above .4 are far more 
dissimilar than those found at .1 and therefore less 
signficant in their relationship to one another. The lower 
the level the stronger the relationship of the similarity 
of occurrence. 
Group Level Pairings 
Author's 
Categories (Some 
are Abbreviated) 
All Groups 0.0 - 
.22 
53,78 Administration 
7,72,97 Curriculum/Materi 
als 
43,67 l-Curr./Mat. & 1- 
Ident. 
.23 - 
.35 
53,64,78 Administration 
37,58 Administration 
9,7,15,68,72,80,9 
7 
Curr./Mat. 
6,43,67 2-Curr./Mat. & 1- 
Ident. 
79,90 Cultural 
Awareness 
.36 - 
.42 
32,46,71 Community 
84,92 Service Delivery 
7,9,15,29,68,72,8 
0,97 
Curr./Mat. 
244 
Group 1 Level Pairings 
Author's Categories 
(Some are 
Abbreviated) 
School 
Psychologist 
0.0 - .25 64, 53, 96, 78, 47 Administration 
82, 71 Curr./Mat., 
Community 
89, 57 Service Delivery 
69, 58, 37, 35 Cult. Aware. , 
Identification 
65, 61, 46, 32 Curr./Mat., Service 
Del., Community 
30, 27 Policy 
94, 36, 34, 17 Ident., Service 
Del. 
76, 45, 10 Staff Development 
92, 84, 70, 38, 8 Ser. Del., Cult. 
Aware, Curr./Mat. 
67, 43, 6 Curr./Mat., Ident. 
72, 42, 80, 68, 29, 
9, 15, 7, 4 
Curr./Mat., Service 
Delivery 
90, 79, 18, 2 Cult. Aware., Ser. 
Del. 
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Group 2 Level Pairings 
Author's Categories 
(Some are 
Abbreviated) 
Resource Room 
Teachers 
.0 - .14 71, 46, 32 Community 
76, 45, 20 Staff Development 
97, 80, 72, 15, 9, 
7 
Curriculum 
99, 10 Admin., Staff Dev. 
.15 - .28 24, 76, 45, 20 Staff Development 
92, 70 Serv.Del., Cult. 
Aware 
78, 64, 53 Administration 
69, 35 Cult. Aware., 
Ident. 
68, 29, 21, 97, 80, 
72, 15, 9, 7 
Curriculum/Material 
s 
86, 67, 47, 43, 30, 
27, 23, 99, 10, 6, 
5 
Curr./Mat., Admin., 
Identification, 
Policy, Staff 
Development 
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Group 3 Level Pairings Author's Categories 
(Some are 
Abbreviated) 
Guidance 
Counselors 
.0 - .125 42, 38 Service Delivery, 
Curriculum/Materials 
78, 64 Administration 
90, 79 Cultural Awareness 
67, 45 Curr./Hat., Ident. 
65, 21 Curriculum/Materials 
30, 27 Policy 
.126 -.25 89, 57, 2 Service Delivery 
97, 72, 7 Curriculum/Materials 
42, 38, 20 Ser. Del., Curr./Mat., 
Staff Development 
96, 78, 64, 53, 
46, 32 
Administration, 
Community 
67, 43, 6 Curr./Mat., Ident. 
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Group 4 Level Pairings 
Author's Categories 
(Some are 
Abbreviated) 
Administrators .0 - .20 86 , 75 Curr./Mat., Cultural 
Awareness 
78, 65, 53 Administration 
84, 21, 24, 20 Ser. Del., Curr./Mat., 
Staff Development 
80, 68, 15 Curriculum/Materials 
67, 43, 6 Curr./Mat., Ident. 
71, 46, 25 Community 
32, 79, 2 Comm., Cultural 
Awareness, Ser. Deliv. 
.21 - 
.40 
92, 82, 78, 64, 
53, 47, 42, 38 
Service Delivery, 
Curr./Mat., Admin. 
94, 58, 37 Identification 
76, 65, 45, 84, 
21, 24, 20, 18, 
16, 80, 68, 15, 
10, 9, 8, 97, 
72, 7 
Staff Dev., 
Curr./Mat., Ser. 
Deliv., Cultural 
Awareness 
89, 88, 30, 71, 
46, 25, 23, 5, 4 
Service Delivery, 
Policy, Community 
Curr./Materials 
90, 32, 79, 2 Cult. Awareness, 
Commun., Curr./Mat. 
248 
Group 5 Level Pairings 
Author's Categories 
(Some are 
Abbreviated) 
Speech-Language 
Pathologists 
.0 - .125 29, 9 Curriculum/Materials 
97, 7 Curriculum/Materials 
. 126-.25 88, 61 Service Delivery 
71, 46, 32 Community 
68, 15 Curriculum/Materials 
72, 21, 29, 
9, 97, 7 
Curriculum/Materials 
38, 35 Curr./Mat., Ident. 
82, 8 Curr./Mat., Cultural 
Awareness 
86, 68, 6 Curriculum/Materials 
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When all the items are compared up to the level of 
.42, which includes 36 of the 60 statements (or 60 %) , of 
those 36 items 95 % are matched within the same categories 
as the author had created. This indicates that the 
respondents felt those items were similar and appropriate 
to that category. The significance lies in the ability to 
rely on these items to accurately address respective areas 
of concern in the development of a multicultural pupil 
personnel service delivery system. Future tasks would call 
for greater numbers of participants to further clarify 
those items outside of this range and whether more 
categories need to be developed to account for the 
dissimilarity found between those items above .level .42. 
Group 
#/Iterns up 
to Level .42 
# of 
Paired 
Items 
Percentage 
of Paired 
Items 
School Psychologists 47 40 85% 
Resource Room 
Teachers 
43 39 91% 
Guidance Counselors 30 25 83% 
Administrators 63 53 84% 
Speech-Language 
Pathologists 
24 22 92% 
All Groups Combined 37 35 95% 
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